Appointment

From: Birgfeld, Erin [Birgfeld.Erin@epa.gov]
Sent: 9/14/2018 4:17:21 PM
To: Birgfeld, Erin [Birgfeld.Erin@epa.gov]; Haugen, David [haugen.david@epa.gov]; Brusstar, Matt

[brusstar.matt@epa.gov]; Block, Molly [block.molly@epa.gov]; Mylan, Christopher [Mylan.Christopher@epa.gov];
Derksen, Kimberly [derksen.kimberly@epa.gov]; Geeting, Michael [geeting.michael@epa.gov]; Fowlkes, Sarah
[fowlkes.sarah@epa.gov]

Subject: Society of Environmental Journalists Lab tour -
Location: NVFEL Lab

Start: 10/4/2018 6:00:00 PM

End: 10/4/2018 8:00:00 PM

Show Time As: Busy

Blocking off time for the Society of Environmental Journalists tour of the NVFEL Lab. Below is the information that we
have shared with the SEJ folks for our reference.

Our key contact is Julie Halpert — her contact info isj Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP)
Back up contacts are: Roger:! ex.spersonaiprvecy ep) i/ JiM: | Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) |

Dear Julie,

Thanks for a good meeting yesterday. | spoke with our security folks and they are recommending that the bus does go
to the Lab entrance on Plymouth road. As long as we have a list of attendees one week in advance they will be able to
check 1Ds of everyone while they are on the bus, and then they won’t have to check IDs again once they are on the
inside.

Below is a list of everything that we have discussed to date so we have it in one place.

Please send me your cell number so we can me in contact on the day of the event in case we need to coordinate. Mine
is at the bottom of this email.

Let me know if I've missed anything. We are looking forward to hosting you.

Best regards,
Erin

Security and Logistics

e To streamline security we will need to have a full list of attendees by Sept. 27 (one week ahead of the
tour). You can send this list to me and I'll coordinate with security.

e [nternational visitors must provide all the required information to EPA by Sept. 20 {two weeks before the
tour). EPA will send this information to the Department of Homeland Security for screening. Please send the
completed spreadsheet with international participants’ information to me by Sept. 20'. I've re-attached the
spreadsheet for easy reference.

e The bus should go to the NVFEL lab entrance at 2565 Plymouth Road. Security will check IDs while the
participants are on the bus. Visitors will not need to show their IDs again when they enter the building.
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e Everyone on the tour must be signed up and must bring a government issued ID such as a drivers’ license or
passport. Note that the bus driver will also need his or her ID to get through the check point - this has been a
problem in the past!

e International visitors must bring their passport as ID.
e Attendees who don’t have the required ID will, unfortunately, be denied entry.

e Upon entry to the building everyone must go through a security check which includes going through a
magnetometer and a bag screening. To save time, please encourage people to travel light and leave bags on
the bus!

e No weapons are allowed in the facility, and that includes pocket knives.
Photos and Audio Recordings

e EPA will provide stock photos of key attributes of the laboratory including the emission test cells, Portable
Emissions Monitors, and the Heavy Duty Dynamometers. [Julie — let’s talk what is the best way to provide
this? These will be large files.. ]

e Ingeneral, photography is prohibited in the lab to protect potential confidential information. However, the tour
leader will point out a few places where photographs can be taken.

e Unfortunately, we won't be able to allow audio recording in the lab for this tour.

Other Ground Rules

e Dr. David Haugen is the Director of the Laboratory will be giving the tour. Everything that he says can be used
on background in the reporters stories.

e At the end of the tour Byron Bunker, Director of the Compliance Division will be available for about 20 minutes
to answer questions on the record and for attribution.

Agenda and Timing
e 2:15/2:30 pm Bus Arrives
e 2:30 pm - 2:45 pm Attendees go through security
e 2:45 pm — 3:45/4:00 pm Lab tour

Lab Tour Overview

e  Brief (5-7 min) stand-up overview of NVFEL, including history of the lab and the scope of our testing
mission. Include a bit of history on the CAFE standards over time.

e Car\SUV\pick-up vehicle testing area: learn how cars are emissions & fuel economy tested and how the test
results impact the environment and the auto industry (this show and tell includes both advance tech cars on
display and vehicles being testing on chassis dynos, cold & hot). Attendees will learn about:

o How emissions and fuel economy testing is performed, changes we've made to car\SUV testing post VW
and why.

o How changes in car technology, both recent (EVs, hybrids, advanced techs) and around-the-corner
(advanced safety systems, autonomous vehicles, shared mobility) could affect the environment.

Seife v. EPA (1:19-cv-05190) 7.31.2020 ED_003047_00000044-00002



o Our testing preparations for these future cars - less laboratory-centric, adding real-world operations - to
keep pace with future transportation.
e Heavy-duty truck emissions testing, how it is changing, and why emissions from on-highway trucks and buses
increasingly matter.
o This will include a “behind the curtain” look at our unique\really big heavy duty dynamometer and other
heavy duty testing equipment.

Contact information

Molly Block, EPA Press Secretary
WOI’k Ce”' E Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) i
Email: block. mollvi@epna . gov

For Logistical and Organization Issues:
Erin Birgfeld, Communications Director, Office of Transportation and Air Quality

Email: Birgfeld erin®@epa.gov
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Message

From: Daguillard, Robert [Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov]

Sent: 12/18/2018 3:27:57 PM

To: Jeff Plungis [jeff.plungis@consumer.org]

CC: Press [Press@epa.gov]

Subject: RE: Questions from Consumer Reports -- Infiniti fuel economy

Good morning Jetf,
On background, please: Why did EPA do a chassis test and not also a coast-down test for the QX507

Use of new or novel technology 1s one of the factors we may use in choosing when to audit manufacturer chassis or
coast-down test results. The QX50 incorporates new technology (a variable compression ratio engine) and thus was
a good candidate for a chassis test audit. However, this engine technology does not atfect how a vehicle would
pertorm on a coast-down test because those procedures ae conducted with the vehicle in neutral. Theretore there
was no particular reason to select the QX50 for a coast-down audit over any other new vehicle.

--Isn't it true that the mileage restatements by Ford in 2013 and 2014, and the fines levied on Hyundai and
Kia in 2014 occurred after errors in coast-down testing?

Yes. Itis correct that the mileage restatements from 2013 and 2014 were due to unrepresentative road load
estimates for the vehicles.

--Didn't the EPA vow after these cases to do more coast-down testing and release the results to the public?
Can you characterize how many of the models tested each year by EPA are chassis tests versus coast-
down tests?

EPA took several steps in response to the issues trom 2013 and 2014. EPA issued new road load test procedure
guidance to vehicle manufacturers in 2014, which 1s available here

conduct coast-down audits similar to the audits we conducted in 2011-13 that uncovered the original tssues. The
audits we’'ve conducted since issuing the new guidance have not revealed a significant discrepancy in manufacturer
road load estimates. It our audits do identify problems, we would require the manufacturer to relabel as we did in
the previous cases. It is true that our coast-down audit rate 1s lower than our chassis test audit rate. This retlects
stmple practical constraints and the logistical limutations to coast-down testing. Coast down audits require a long
straight test track without excessive wind, rain or other weather conditions, which makes them more ditficult to
schedule and run when compared to chassis testing which we conduct year round at the National Vehicle and Fuel
Emissions Laboratory.

Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard

Office of Media Relations

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC

+1 (202) 564-6618 (0)

Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) (M)

From: Jeff Plungis <jeff.plungis@consumer.org>
Sent: Monday, December 17, 2018 5:53 PM
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To: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov>
Subject: Re: Questions from Consumer Reports -- Infiniti fuel economy

That should work. If you could get to me by mid-day that would be helpful.

On Mon, Dec 17, 2018 at 5:15 PM Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov> wrote:

Hullo Jeff,

We're very close to a response, but will likely get there tomorrow. Would that work for you?

Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard

Office of Media Relations

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC

+1 (202) 564-6618 (O)
i Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) | (M)

From: Jeff Plungis <jeff.plungis@consumer.org>
Sent: Friday, December 14, 2018 5:01 PM

To: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov>
Subject: Re: Questions from Consumer Reports -- Infiniti fuel economy

Thanks, Robert. Please keep me posted after you have the chance to check in with your people on Monday. --JP

Jeff Plungis Lead Automotive Investigative Reporter Consumer Reports 1101 17th Street NW | Washington
DC 20036 (202) 238“'9254 I E Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) EmOb”e
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On Fri, Dec 14, 2018 at 4:43 PM Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov> wrote:

Jett, thanks for your follow-ups. I'm happy to forward your questions to the vehicle test folks. This said, and since
we’re quite close to the end of the business day, I don’t know how much we’ll get done this evening. We'll
detinitely give Monday, end of business, a shot, but any flexibility — 1.e., chance you might push that deadline back
a bit —would be most welcome. Thanks in advance.

Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard

Office of Media Relations

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC

+1 (202) 564-6618 (0O)
i Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) i (M)

From: Jeff Plungis <jeff.plungis@consumer.org>

Sent: Friday, December 14, 2018 4:20 PM

To: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov>

Subject: Re: Questions from Consumer Reports -- Infiniti fuel economy

Robert:

We're now looking at publishing the story about the Infiniti QX50 early next week.

In our final edits on the piece, we wanted to be very clear about what happened with the EPA audit on this vehicle. |
asked under what circumstances the agency would do a coast-down audit, since in your answer to us you noted the
agency had done a chassis test but not the coast-down test. It doesn't appear you answered that question, even
though you did spell out in detail the differences between the two tests.
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Just to be clear, could you answer these questions:
--Why did EPA do a chassis test and not also a coast-down test for the QX50?

--Isn't it true that the mileage restatements by Ford in 2013 and 2014, and the fines levied on Hyundai and Kia in 2014
occurred after errors in coast-down testing?

--Didn't the EPA vow after these cases to do more coast-down testing and release the results to the public?

--Can you characterize how many of the models tested each year by EPA are chassis tests versus coast-down tests?

Please provide whatever answers you can by close of business Monday, Dec. 17.

Jeff Plungis Lead Automotive Investigative Reporter Consumer Reports 1101 17th Street NW | Washington
DC 20036 (202) 238-9254 | | ex.6Personal privacy °P) i mobile

jeff. plungis@consumer.org | Twitter @jplungis | CR.org

On Mon, Dec 3, 2018 at 4:15 PM Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov> wrote:

Good afternoon Jeft,

Still on background, please:

--When you say EPA audits 15-20 percent of the test vehicles each manufacturer makes available to the agency,
do you mean approximately 15-20 percent of models sold in the U.S. each year? Or 1s the agency only auditing
the result s for new models or those that have been significantly redesigned? In other words, if a model 1s little
changed from the previous model year, does the agency see a need to test it?

EPA conducts its own testing on 15-20 percent of models per year. Typically we do more testing on
newly designed models since they are truly new. However, we take a variety of information into
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account when we make decisions about the vehicles we audit, and we do not just audit newly
redesigned vehicles.

--A 2014 fact sheet from EPA estimates the agency has audited around 150-200 models a year. Is that still an
accurate estimate?

It is an accurate number for 2014.

~You say with regards to the QX50, EPA did a chassis test but not a coast-down audit. Can you explain the
difference? Under what circumstances does the agency conduct a coast-down audit?

A chassis test measures tailpipe emissions as a car is driven through a prescribed driving cycle on a
chassis dynamometer. For the emissions measurements to be accurate, the dynamometer must be
loaded to simulate the forces the car would experience if it were being driven outside on a road. Thus
before a vehicle undergoes a chassis test, the dynameter settings are adjusted to account for the effect
of real-world factors such as road friction on that vehicle. A coast down testis used to quantify those
forces for any given vehicle. It basically measures how long it takes to go from 70 mph to 10 mph on an
open road with very little wind. The result of coast down testing is an essential input into the
dynamometer testing (aka chassis test) that is done in the laboratory. If the coast down testing is off,
then the results of chassis testing can also be off, particularly for fuel economy and greenhouse gas
emissions labeling. Thus, we audit manufacturer road load as well as chassis testing results as well as
manufacturer chassis testing results.

Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard

Office of Media Relations

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC

+1 (202) 564-6618 (0O)
| Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) | (M)

From: Jeff Plungis <jeff.plungis@consumer.org>

Sent: Friday, November 30, 2018 10:14 AM

To: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov>

Subject: Re: Questions from Consumer Reports -- Infiniti fuel economy
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it’s for the original story, now in editing.

On Fri, Nov 30, 2018 at 10:09 AM Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Robert @epa.gov> wrote:

Good morning Jett and thanks for reaching out,

Let me get this started for you. Are you still working on the story for which you originally got in touch? Or 1s
this a follow-up piece?

Cheers, R.

Robert:
A couple of follow-up questions:

--When you say EPA audits 15-20 percent of the test vehicles each manufacturer makes available to the agency, do
you mean approximately 15-20 percent of models sold in the U.S. each year? Or is the agency only auditing the
results for new models or those that have been significantly redesigned? In other words, if a model is little changed
from the previous model year, does the agency see a need to test it?

--A 2014 fact sheet from EPA estimates the agency has audited around 150-200 models a year. Is that still an
accurate estimate?

--You say with regards to the QX50, EPA did a chassis test but not a coast-down audit. Can you explain the
difference? Under what circumstances does the agency conduct a coast-down audit?

Jeff Plungis Lead Automotive Investigative Reporter Consumer Reports 1101 17th Street NW |
Washington DC 20036 (202) 238-9254 l : Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) }ITIODI|@

jeff plungis@consumer.org | Twitter @jplungis | CR.org
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On Wed, Nov 21, 2018 at 11:51 AM Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov> wrote:

Good morning Jeft,

On background — 1.e., for attribution to U.S. EPA, please:

-- Has EPA audited Infinitr’s self-reported mpg values for the QX507 Is there any discrepancy between EPA’s
test results and those of the company?

EPA did conduct a chassis test of the Infiniti QX50 but did not conduct a coast down audit. The
Agency’s testing did observe a more than 15% difference between testing in standard mode and sport
mode. The vehicle FE label is based on operation in standard mode.

-- Intiniti 1s promoting the QX50 as having best-in-class fuel economy, while our tests show it 1s among the
worst-in-class. What’s the agency’s reaction to our results?

EPA takes seriously reported discrepancies in fuel economy estimates and appreciates CR raising this
to our attention. We cannot comment specifically on the discrepancy CR has found here without first
knowing more about CR’s testing and further investigation.

-- What percentage of selt-reported vehicle mileage estimates are audited by the EPA? What happens if there is
a discrepancy? How often do the agency’s audits result in a change in the automakers’ selt-reported estimates?

We audit 15-20% of the test vehicles manufacturers are required to make available to EPA. Where
EPA conducts an audit, the EPA test results become the official results for the vehicle. The majority
of EPA’s fuel economy test results are within 3% of the manufacturer submissions. If a single
manufacturer routinely has results that differ by more than 3%, we increase the audit rate of vehicles
from that specific manufacturer.

-- 'This testing anomaly, along with the recent history involving Ford, Hyundai and Kia, raises concerns about
the system that allows manufacturers to self-report their test results with only a small number of models being
audited by EPA. Has the agency constdered auditing more models to ensure consumers have confidence in the
values that appear on window stickers in the showroom?

EPA shifts our oversight testing resources between a wide range of oversight responsibilities based
on our assessment of likely noncompliance risk and in a manner that may be unpredictable to
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manufacturers. This includes not only passenger car fuel economy testing audits but also passenger
car and heavy-truck defeat device testing and a wide range of engine testing of nonroad

equipment. If we see a greater risk of fuel economy discrepancies we may shift resources among
these testing programs.

Happy Thanksgiving.

Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard

Office of Media Relations

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC

+1 (202) 564-6618 (0O)

From: Jeff Plungis <jeff.plungis@consumer.org>
Sent: Tuesday, November 20, 2018 9:33 AM
To: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov>

Cc: Press <Press@epa.gov>

Subject: Questions from Consumer Reports -- Infiniti fuel economy

Robert:

Consumer Reports conducts regular fuel-economy tests as part of its overall evaluation of every
vehicle we purchase. As part of our evaluation of the Infiniti QX50, we have found a sizable
discrepancy between our testing and the EPA results.

Our on-road testing has two parts. On the highway, we drive at a steady 65 mph, which generally
results in a higher mileage value than the EPA’s highway test. At our test track, we conduct a
course of simulated city driving which typically results in a lower value than the EPA’s. We have
strict controls on ambient conditions and correct for any difference in temperature. Nearly two-
thirds of the vehicles we test get within 1 mpg of their EPA window-sticker values. More than 85
percent are within 2 mpg.

In our on-road testing, we recorded 22 mpg overall in our AWD QX850 test vehicle which is 4 mpg
below the EPA estimate of 26 mpg. The 4 mpg gap represents over a 15 percent shortfall of the
advertised EPA number, the largest percent deficit we have seen in recent years.
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Our findings on Infiniti come after other fuel-economy reporting errors that have led to
restatements, customer refunds and civil penalties. In 2013, after Consumer Reports found large
differences in real-world performance and EPA estimates, Ford restated mileage for several
hybrid models and offered customers a rebate to compensate for unexpected fuel costs. In 2014,
Hyundai and Kia agreed to pay a $100 million fine for overstating mileage on 12 different models.

Here are some questions for the EPA. To be included in our story, we need your responses by
no later than Wednesday, Nov. 21 at 5 p.m. If for any reason you need more time for a complete
response, please let me know as soon as possible.

-- Has EPA audited Infiniti’s self-reported mpg values for the QX507 Is there any discrepancy
between EPA’s test results and those of the company?

-- Infiniti is promoting the QX50 as having best-in-class fuel economy, while our tests show it is
among the worst-in-class. What's the agency’s reaction to our results?

-- What percentage of self-reported vehicle mileage estimates are audited by the EPA? What
happens if there is a discrepancy? How often do the agency’s audits result in a change in the
automakers’ self-reported estimates?

-- This testing anomaly, along with the recent history involving Ford, Hyundai and Kia, raises
concerns about the system that allows manufacturers to self-report their test results with only a
small number of models being audited by EPA. Has the agency considered auditing more
models to ensure consumers have confidence in the values that appear on window stickers in
the showroom?

Jeff Plungis Lead Automotive Investigative Reporter Consumer Reports 1101 17th Street NW |
Washington DC 20036 (202) 238-9254 | | ex. s ersonal privacy (pp) M ODbile

leff. plungis@consumer.org | Twitter @jplungis | CR.org
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This e-mail message is intended only for the designated recipient(s) named above. The
information contained in this e-mail and any attachments may be confidential or legally
privileged. If you are not the intended recipient, you may not review, retain, copy,
redistribute or use this e-mall or any attachment for any purpose, or discleose all or
any part of its contents. If you have received this e-mall in error,

please immediately
notlify the sender by reply e-mail and permanently delete this e-mail and any attachments
from your computer system.

oAk k
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This e-mail message is intended only for the designated recipilent(s) named above. The
information contained in this e-mail and any attachments may be confidential or legally
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rour computer system.

Jeff Plungis Lead Automotive Investigative Reporter Consumer Reports 1101 17th Street NW | Washington
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Message

From: Konkus, John [konkus.john@epa.gov]

Sent: 2/6/2019 7:33:13 PM

To: Block, Molly [block.molly@epa.gov]

CC: Hewitt, James [hewitt.james@epa.gov]; Abboud, Michael [abboud.michael@epa.gov]; Beach, Christopher
[beach.christopher@epa.gov]; McFaul, Jessica [mcfaul.jessica@epa.gov]

Subject: RE: For Review: Chemistry World (Rebecca Trager) re PFAS (2/5)

ok

From: Block, Molly

Sent: Wednesday, February 6, 2019 2:32 PM

To: Konkus, John <konkus.john@epa.gov>

Cc: Hewitt, James <hewitt.james@epa.gov>; Abboud, Michael <abboud.michael@epa.gov>; Beach, Christopher
<beach.christopher@epa.gov>; McFaul, Jessica <mcfaul.jessica@epa.gov>

Subject: FW: For Review: Chemistry World {Rebecca Trager) re PFAS (2/5)

Update response. are we good?

From: Jones, Enesta
Sent: Wednesday, February 6, 2019 2:29 PM
To: Press <Prass@epa.pov>

Subject: For Review: Chemistry World (Rebecca Trager) re PFAS (2/5)

A slightly revised version for your approval is below. ORD and OW both had edits. OK to send?

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

Background

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

Seife v. EPA (1:19-cv-05190) 7.31.2020 ED_003047_00000467-00001



Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

From: Jones, Enesta
Sent: Wednesday, February 06, 2019 12:48 PM

To: Press <Prass@epa.pgov>
Subject: For Review: Chemistry World (Rebecca Trager) re PFAS (2/5)

Ok to send?

From: "Jones, Enesta” <lonss.Enesta@ens.gov>

Date: February 6, 2019 at 7:31:51 AM EST

To: Press <Pressfiepa.go>

Subject: For Review: Chemistry World {Rebecca Trager) re PFAS (2/5)

Coordinated response with ORD and OW:

For attribution to an EPA spokesperson:

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)
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Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

What are the current scientific gaps that are holding back regulation and action regarding PFAS?

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)
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Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

+++

Hi Kacey,

Thanks for getting back to me, my deadline is Tuesday afternoon. | would like to talk with Dr. Strynar about PFAS, and
about his experience helping to uncover GenX contamination in the Cape Fear River. Specifically, | am also interested in
asking him the following questions:

1. What are PFAS and why are they so problematic? In other words, why are we increasingly hearing about them in
the news, and what are the human health and environmental concerns?

2. Why are these compounds still being manufactured and added to consumer goods in the US and globally,
despite these concerns?

3. Companies have phased out long-chain PFAS like PFOS and PFOA and replaced them with new, short-chain PFAS.
However, | am hearing conflicting things about whether these are actually safer or not — what is your take?

4. There are at least 4,700 different PFAS is existence right now. Given all the scientific uncertainty and the obvious
fact that that’s too many compounds to test individually, is it appropriate to proceed by regulating PFAS as a
group? Why or why not?

5. What are the current scientific gaps that are holding back regulation and action regarding PFAS?

From: Rebecca Trager <tragerr@rsc.org>
Sent: Thursday, January 31, 2019 1:09 PM
To: Strynar, Mark <strynar.mark@epa.gov>
Subject: Media inquiry

Importance: High

Hi Dr. Strynar,
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| am the U.S. correspondent for a magazine called Chemistry World, and am reaching out while writing a story about
PFAS regulation. | was hoping to talk with you for about 10 minutes by phone (on or off the record) about your
experience in helping to identify GenX in the Cape Fear River. You can reach me at this email address, or by phone at
Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) Alternatively, | am happy to call you if you tell me a convenient time and number to reach you.

Thanks in advance,

Rebecca

This communication is from The Royal Society of Chemistry, a company incorporated in England by Royal Charter
(registered number RC000524) and a charity registered in England and Wales (charity number 207890). Registered
office: Burlington House, Piccadilly, London W1J OBA. Telephone: +44 {(0) 20 7437 8656.

The content of this communication (including any attachments) is confidential, and may be privileged or contain
copyright material. It may not be relied upon or disclosed to any person other than the intended recipient(s) without the
consent of The Royal Society of Chemistry. If you are not the intended recipient(s), please (1) notify us immediately by
replying to this email, (2) delete all copies from your system, and {3) note that disclosure, distribution, copying or use of
this communication is strictly prohibited.

Any advice given by The Royal Society of Chemistry has been carefully formulated but is based on the information
available to it. The Royal Society of Chemistry cannot be held responsible for accuracy or completeness of this
communication or any attachment. Any views or opinions presented in this email are solely those of the author and do
not represent those of The Royal Society of Chemistry. The views expressed in this communication are personal to the
sender and unless specifically stated, this e-mail does not constitute any part of an offer or contract. The Royal Society of
Chemistry shall not be liable for any resulting damage or loss as a result of the use of this email and/or attachments, or
for the consequences of any actions taken on the basis of the information provided. The Royal Society of Chemistry does
not warrant that its emails or attachments are Virus-free; The Royal Society of Chemistry has taken reasonable
precautions to ensure that no viruses are contained in this email, but does not accept any responsibility once this email
has been transmitted. Please rely on your own screening of electronic communication.

More information on The Royal Society of Chemistry can be found on our website: www.rsc.org

This communication is from The Royal Society of Chemistry, a company incorporated in England by Royal Charter
(registered number RC000524) and a charity registered in England and Wales (charity number 207890). Registered
office: Burlington House, Piccadilly, London W1J OBA. Telephone: +44 (0) 20 7437 8656.

The content of this communication (including any attachments) is confidential, and may be privileged or contain
copyright material. It may not be relied upon or disclosed to any person other than the intended recipient(s) without the
consent of The Royal Society of Chemistry. If you are not the intended recipient(s), please (1) notify us immediately by
replying to this email, (2) delete all copies from your system, and (3) note that disclosure, distribution, copying or use of
this communication is strictly prohibited.

Any advice given by The Rovyal Society of Chemistry has been carefully formulated but is based on the information
available to it. The Royal Society of Chemistry cannot be held responsible for accuracy or completeness of this
communication or any attachment. Any views or opinions presented in this email are solely those of the author and do
not represent those of The Royal Society of Chemistry. The views expressed in this communication are personal to the
sender and unless specifically stated, this e-mail does not constitute any part of an offer or contract. The Royal Society of
Chemistry shall not be liable for any resulting damage or loss as a result of the use of this email and/or attachments, or
for the consequences of any actions taken on the basis of the information provided. The Royal Society of Chemistry does
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not warrant that its emails or attachments are Virus-free; The Royal Society of Chemistry has taken reasonable
precautions to ensure that no viruses are contained in this email, but does not accept any responsibility once this email
has been transmitted. Please rely on your own screening of electronic communication.
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Message

From: Abboud, Michael [abboud.michael@epa.gov]

Sent: 9/4/2018 3:08:16 PM

To: Daguillard, Robert [Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov]; Press [Press@epa.gov]
Subject: RE: Subject: Press Inquiry —glyphosate

Good to go.

From: Daguillard, Robert

Sent: Tuesday, September 4, 2018 11:08 AM
To: Press <Press@epa.gov>

Subject: FW: Subject: Press Inquiry—glyphosate

Programg Ex. 5 Deliberative Process {DP) :? OK toi Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP) :;,'.)

Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard

Office of Media Relations

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC

+1 (202) 564-6618 (0)

Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) | (M)

From: Edward Smith [mailto:edward@thebusinessjournal.com]
Sent: Tuesday, September 04, 2018 10:45 AM

To: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov>

Subject: Re: Subject: Press Inquiry—glyphosate

Hey Robert, can we still get someone to talk about the herbicide?

On Aug 17, 2018, at 1:20 PM, Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard . Robert@epa.gov> wrote:

Good afternoon,
For attribution to “an EPA Spokesperson,” please,

As stated in our Lecember 2087 announcement, EPA’s draft human health risk assessment
concluded that glyphosate 1s not likely to be carcinogenic to humans. Our assessment found no
other meaningtul risks to human health when the product is used according to the pesticide label.
The Agency’s scientific findings are consistent with other countries and regulatory authorities
including the Canadian Pest Management Regulatory Agency, Australian Pesticide and Veterinary
Medicines Authority, European Food Safety Authority, the European Chemicals Agency, German
Federal Institute for Occupational Safety and Health, the Joint FAO/WHO Meeting on Pesticide
Restdues, the New Zealand Environmental Protection Authority, and Food Safety Commission of
Japan.

EPA’s human health review evaluated dietary, residential/non-occupational, aggregate, and
occupational exposures. Additionally, the Agency performed an in-depth review of the glyphosate
cancer database, including data from epidemiological, animal carcinogenicity, and genotoxicity
studies.
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We are currently reviewing public comments received on the draft assessment and plan to publish
the proposed interim registration review decision for glyphosate in 2019. The proposed interim
registration review decision will outline any proposed mitigation measures to reduce risk, if any are
needed.

For more information read our Eevized Llyphosats Issue Paper: Evaluation of Carginogenig
Potential.

Also, for information on the way EPA sets pesticide tolerances: Littps:/ /s epagov/ pesticide.

rolerances /rething-olernces-pesiode-renduss-foads

Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard

Office of Media Relations

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC

+1 (202) 564-6618 (0)

Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) (M)

From: Edward Smith <edward@thebusinessjournal.com>
Date: August 17, 2018 at 9:59:29 AM PDT

To: zito.kelly@epa.gov

Subject: Press Inquiry—glyphosate

Hello Kelly,

My name is Edward and I'm a reporter with the Business Journal in Fresno. I’'m working on a story
following the Roundup ruling earlier this week and | was wondering if the EPA is going to be reevaluating
glyphosate following the court’s decision. I'm working on a deadline of about Tuesday, is there anyway

Thanks!
Edward Smith

<image001l.png>

6 Personal anacymmj | Office: (559) 490-3400 | edward@thebusinessjournal.com

Lo

Subscribe | Sign-up for FREE Newsletters | Visit The Business Jonrnal | Submit an Event | Attend Events
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Edward Smith
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Message

From: Konkus, John [konkus.john@epa.gov]

Sent: 2/6/2019 6:50:51 PM

To: Block, Molly [block.molly@epa.gov]

Subject: RE: FOR REVIEW: For Review: Chemistry World (Rebecca Trager) re PFAS (2/5)
ok

From: Block, Molly

Sent: Wednesday, February 6, 2019 12:53 PM

To: Konkus, John <konkus.john@epa.gov>

Subject: RE: FOR REVIEW: For Review: Chemistry World (Rebecca Trager) re PFAS (2/5)

Reupping in your inbox

From: Block, Molly

Sent: Wednesday, February 6, 2019 8:51 AM

To: Konkus, John <konkusichn®@epa gov>

Subject: FOR REVIEW: For Review: Chemistry World (Rebecca Trager) re PFAS (2/5)

Want you to see this for edits before it goes to the reporter.

From: Jones, Enesta
Sent: Wednesday, February 6, 2019 7:32 AM

Subject: For Review: Chemistry World (Rebecca Trager) re PFAS (2/5)

Coordinated response with ORD and OW:

For attribution to an EPA spokesperson:

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

On background: ! Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP) ;

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)
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Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

_ Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

What are the current scientific gaps that are holding back regulation and action regarding PFAS?

On background:é Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

Seife v. EPA (1:19-cv-05190) 7.31.2020 ED_003047_00000498-00002



Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

+++

Hi Kacey,

Thanks for getting back to me, my deadline is Tuesday afternoon. I would like to talk
with Dr. Strynar about PFAS, and about his experience helping to uncover GenX
contamination in the Cape Fear River. Specifically, I am also interested in asking him the
following questions:

1. What are PFAS and why are they so problematic? In other words, why are we
increasingly hearing about them in the news, and what are the human health and
environmental concerns?

2. Why are these compounds still being manufactured and added to consumer goods
in the US and globally, despite these concerns?

3. Companies have phased out long-chain PFAS like PFOS and PFOA and replaced
them with new, short-chain PFAS. However, I am hearing conflicting things about
whether these are actually safer or not — what is your take?

4. There are at least 4,700 different PFAS is existence right now. Given all the
scientific uncertainty and the obvious fact that that’s too many compounds to test
individually, is it appropriate to proceed by regulating PFAS as a group? Why or
why not?

5. What are the current scientific gaps that are holding back regulation and action
regarding PFAS?
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From: Rebecca Trager <tragerr@rsc.org>
Sent: Thursday, January 31, 2019 1:09 PM
To: Strynar, Mark <strynar.mark@epa.gov>
Subject: Media inquiry

Importance: High

Hi Dr. Strynar,

I am the U.S. correspondent for a magazine called Chemistry World, and am reaching
out while writing a story about PFAS regulation. I was hoping to talk with you for about
10 minutes by phone (on or off the record) about your experience in helping to identify
GenX in the Cape Fear River. You can reach me at this email address, or by phone at

| Ex.6 Personal Privacy PP) | Alternatively, I am happy to call you if you tell me a convenient time and
number to reach you.

Thanks in advance,

Rebecca

This communication is from The Royal Society of Chemistry, a company incorporated in
England by Royal Charter (registered number RC000524) and a charity registered in
England and Wales (charity number 207890). Registered office: Burlington House,
Piccadilly, London W1] OBA. Telephone: +44 (0) 20 7437 8656.

The content of this communication (including any attachments) is confidential, and may
be privileged or contain copyright material. It may not be relied upon or disclosed to any
person other than the intended recipient(s) without the consent of The Royal Society of
Chemistry. If you are not the intended recipient(s), please (1) notify us immediately by
replying to this email, (2) delete all copies from your system, and (3) note that
disclosure, distribution, copying or use of this communication is strictly prohibited.

Any advice given by The Royal Society of Chemistry has been carefully formulated but is
based on the information available to it. The Royal Society of Chemistry cannot be held
responsible for accuracy or completeness of this communication or any attachment. Any
views or opinions presented in this email are solely those of the author and do not
represent those of The Royal Society of Chemistry. The views expressed in this
communication are personal to the sender and unless specifically stated, this e-mail
does not constitute any part of an offer or contract. The Royal Society of Chemistry shall
not be liable for any resulting damage or loss as a result of the use of this email and/or
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attachments, or for the consequences of any actions taken on the basis of the
information provided. The Royal Society of Chemistry does not warrant that its emails or
attachments are Virus-free; The Royal Society of Chemistry has taken reasonable
precautions to ensure that no viruses are contained in this email, but does not accept
any responsibility once this email has been transmitted. Please rely on your own
screening of electronic communication.

More information on The Royal Society of Chemistry can be found on our website:
WWW.ISC.0rg

This communication is from The Royal Society of Chemistry, a company incorporated in England by Royal Charter
(registered number RC000524) and a charity registered in England and Wales (charity number 207890). Registered
office: Burlington House, Piccadilly, London W1J OBA. Telephone: +44 (0) 20 7437 8656.

The content of this communication (including any attachments) is confidential, and may be privileged or contain
copyright material. It may not be relied upon or disclosed to any person other than the intended recipient(s) without the
consent of The Royal Society of Chemistry. If you are not the intended recipient(s), please (1) notify us immediately by
replying to this email, (2) delete all copies from your system, and (3) note that disclosure, distribution, copying or use of
this communication is strictly prohibited.

Any advice given by The Royal Society of Chemistry has been carefully formulated but is based on the information
available to it. The Royal Society of Chemistry cannot be held responsible for accuracy or completeness of this
communication or any attachment. Any views or opinions presented in this email are solely those of the author and do
not represent those of The Royal Society of Chemistry. The views expressed in this communication are personal to the
sender and unless specifically stated, this e-mail does not constitute any part of an offer or contract. The Royal Society of
Chemistry shall not be liable for any resulting damage or loss as a result of the use of this email and/or attachments, or
for the consequences of any actions taken on the basis of the information provided. The Royal Society of Chemistry does
not warrant that its emails or attachments are Virus-free; The Royal Society of Chemistry has taken reasonable
precautions to ensure that no viruses are contained in this email, but does not accept any responsibility once this email
has been transmitted. Please rely on your own screening of electronic communication.
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Message

From: Abboud, Michael [abboud.michael@epa.gov]

Sent: 9/12/2018 8:43:01 PM

To: Yamada, Richard (Yujiro) [yamada.richard @epa.gov]

CC: Hewitt, James [hewitt.james@epa.gov]; Block, Molly [block.molly@epa.gov]; Konkus, John [konkus.john@epa.gov]
Subject: FW: EPA advisory committees

Richard what do we want to say?

From: Jones, Enesta

Sent: Wednesday, September 12, 2018 4:39 PM
To: Press <Press@epa.gov>

Subject: Fwd: EPA advisory committees

Begin forwarded message:

From: Sean Reilly <sreilly@eenews.net>
Date: September 12, 2018 at 4:37:56 PM EDT
To: "Jones, Enesta” <Jones.Enesta@epa.gov>
Subject: EPA advisory committees

Hi Enesta:

Just checking back again with you on the questions below related to implementation of Mr. Pruitt's directive from last
October on membership standards for EPA FACs. I'm close to wrapping up work on the story, so wanted to see whether
you plan to address them.

Thanks,
Sean

From: Sean Reilly

Sent: Thursday, August 16, 2018 11:10 AM
To: 'Jones, Enesta' <Jones.Enesta@epa.gov>
Subject: RE: EFAB

Hi Enesta:

No questions about coal ash at this point. Regarding EFAB, I'm working on an article on the extent to which EPA has fully
implemented the requirements of Scott Pruitt's Oct. 31, 2017 directive titled "Strengthening and Improving
Membership on EPA Federal Advisory Committees, " to all of the agency's 22 committees. In announcing this directive,
Mr. Pruitt singled out three (the SAB, CASAC, and BOSC), but the directive makes clear (and Michael Abboud confirmed
at the time) that the directive's requirements apply to all 22. After speaking to numerous members of the EFAB and
other committees, however, I've been unable to find any evidence that EPA has sought to substantively implement the
directive to any FACs beyond the three mentioned by Mr. Pruitt.

My specific questions at this point are:

1) Has EPA implemented the directive's requirements, including the ban on federal advisory committee service by active
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EPA grant recipients, to any of the other 19 advisory committees and, if so, which ones? Have any members been
required to resign from their respective committees because they declined to give up their EPA grants, and if, so how
many?

2) If EPA has not applied the directive's requirements to any of the 19 committees, why not, given that almost ten
months have passed since Mr. Pruitt issued it?

My deadline is 4 p.m. tomorrow; | will need on-the-record, for-attribution responses if they're going to be used.

Thanks,
Sean

Sean Reilly
Reporter
E&E News

sreilly@eenews.net

Twitter: @SeanatGreenwire

From: Jones, Enesta <Jones.Enesta@epa.gov>
Sent: Thursday, August 16, 2018 7:41 AM

To: Sean Reilly <sreilly@eenews.net>

Cc: Jones, Enesta <Jones.Enesta@epa.gov>
Subject: EFAB

Sean, | understand you have questions about EFAB and coal ash. Please share along with your firm deadline.
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Message

From: regionalpress [regionalpress@epa.gov]

Sent: 8/31/2018 9:06:34 PM

To: Konkus, John [konkus.john@epa.gov]; Hewitt, James [hewitt.james@epa.gov]; Abboud, Michael
[abboud.michael@epa.gov]; Block, Molly [block.molly@epa.gov]; Bowman, Liz [Bowman.Liz@epa.gov]

Subject: FW: Kokomo Perspective: Follow Up Questions for Kokomo Groundwater Plume. DDL not specified

From: regionalpress

Sent: Friday, August 31, 2018 9:06:32 PM (UTC+00:00) Monrovia, Reykjavik

To: Bassler, Rachel; regionalpress

Cc: Kelley, Jeff; Deamer, Eileen

Subject: RE: Kokomo Perspective: Follow Up Questions for Kokomo Groundwater Plume. DDL not specified

Could it be epa spokesperson ? thanks ng

Nancy Grantham

Office of Public Affairs

US Environmental Protection Agency
202-564-6879 (desk)

: Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) !mOb“e[

From: Bassler, Rachel

Sent: Friday, August 31, 2018 4:57 PM

To: regionalpress <regionalpress@epa.gov>

Cc: Kelley, Jeff <kelley.jeff@epa.gov>; Deamer, Eileen <deamer.eileen@epa.gov>

Subject: Re: Kokomo Perspective: Follow Up Questions for Kokomo Groundwater Plume. DDL not specified

The reporter would like to use a quote from our background interview. Below is what we would like for attribution from
the RPM. Ok to send?

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

Rachel Bassler

U.S. EPA Region 5
bassler.rachel@epa.gov
p: 312-886-7159

C: : Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) :
i imimmmmmmmmememememed i

On Aug 28, 2018, at 2:14 PM, regionalpress <regionalpress@epa.gov> wrote:

Good to go
Nancy Grantham

Office of Public Affairs
US Environmental Protection Agency
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202-564-6879 (desk)
i Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) i ‘mOb"e!

From: Bassler, Rachel

Sent: Tuesday, August 28, 2018 3:14 PM

To: regionalpress <regionalpress@epa.gov>

Cc: Kelley, Jeff <kelley.jeff@epa.gov>; Deamer, Eileen <deamer.eileen@epa.gov>

Subject: Kokomo Perspective: Follow Up Questions for Kokomo Groundwater Plume. DDL not specified

The reporter from the Kokomo Perspective that we did a phone interview a few weeks ago with has a
few follow up questions. Below are our proposed responses, ok to send?

Q: You referred me to IDEM concerning possible remediation of the site, and after
reaching out to them they said their role was evaluating the site and their assessment would
be used to determine possible remediation plans. So, where exactly is the EPA in
determining what can be done to the site? An IDEM rep said you were very early in that
process, and I'm trying to figure out the best way to categorize the matter.

Proposed A Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

Q: What are potential remediation methods that could be utilized? Or, what methods have
been explored?

Proposed A Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

Rachel Bassler

Press Officer

U.S. EPA Region 5
bassler.rachel@epa.gov
p: 312-886-7159

i H
C:i Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) |

From: dzimmerman@ kokomoperspective.com [mailto:dzimmerman@kokomoperspective.com]
Sent: Monday, August 27, 2018 1:14 PM

To: Bassler, Rachel <Bassler.Rachel@epa.gov>

Subject: RE: Kokomo Indiana media inquiry

Good afternoon Rachel,

| appreciate you letting me know about those documents. I've given them a read through and the
information was very helpful.

| have a few follow-questions after our interview a few weeks ago.
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You referred me to IDEM concerning possible remediation of the site, and after reaching out to them they
said their role was evaluating the site and their assessment would be used to determine possible
remediation plans.

So, where exactly is the EPA in determining what can be done to the site? An IDEM rep said you were
very early in that process, and I'm trying to figure out the best way to categorize the matter.

What are potential remediation methods that could be utilized? Or, what methods have been explored?
| appreciate you looking at these.

Best,

Devin Zimmerman

Kokomo Perspective
765-553-5041
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Message

From: regionalpress [regionalpress@epa.gov]

Sent: 8/31/2018 8:56:45 PM

To: Konkus, John [konkus.john@epa.gov]; Hewitt, James [hewitt.james@epa.gov]; Abboud, Michael
[abboud.michael@epa.gov]; Block, Molly [block.molly@epa.gov]; Bowman, Liz [Bowman.Liz@epa.gov]

Subject: FW: Kokomo Perspective: Follow Up Questions for Kokomo Groundwater Plume. DDL not specified

From: Bassler, Rachel

Sent: Friday, August 31, 2018 8:56:43 PM (UTC+00:00) Monrovia, Reykjavik

To: regionalpress

Cc: Kelley, Jeff; Deamer, Eileen

Subject: Re: Kokomo Perspective: Follow Up Questions for Kokomo Groundwater Plume. DDL not specified

The reporter would like to use a quote from our background interview. Below is what we would like for attribution from
the RPM. Ok to send?

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

Rachel Bassler

U.S. EPA Region 5
bassler.rachel@epa.gov
p: 312-886-7159

ci

i
i Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) }

On Aug 28, 2018, at 2:14 PM, regionalpress <regionalpress@epa.gov> wrote:

Good to go

Nancy Grantham

Office of Public Affairs

US Environmental Protection Agency
202-564-6879 (desk)

: Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) 1m0bilel

From: Bassler, Rachel

Sent: Tuesday, August 28, 2018 3:14 PM

To: regionalpress <regionalpress@epa.gov>

Cc: Kelley, Jeff <kelley.jeff@epa.gov>; Deamer, Eileen <deamer.eileen@epa.gov>

Subject: Kokomo Perspective: Follow Up Questions for Kokomo Groundwater Plume. DDL not specified

The reporter from the Kokomo Perspective that we did a phone interview a few weeks ago with has a
few follow up guestions. Below are our proposed responses, ok to send?
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Q: You referred me to IDEM concerning possible remediation of the site, and after
reaching out to them they said their role was evaluating the site and their assessment would
be used to determine possible remediation plans. So, where exactly is the EPA in
determining what can be done to the site? An IDEM rep said you were very early in that
process, and I'm trying to figure out the best way to categorize the matter.

Proposed A Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

Q: What are potential remediation methods that could be utilized? Or, what methods have
been explored?

Proposed A ! EX. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

Rachel Bassler

Press Officer

U.S. EPA Region 5
bassler.rachel@epa.gov
p: 312-886-7159

' i
C: : Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) |

From: dzimmerman@kokomoperspective.com [mailto:dzimmerman@kokomoperspective.com]
Sent: Monday, August 27, 2018 1:14 PM

To: Bassler, Rachel <Bassler.Rachel@epa.gov>

Subject: RE: Kokomo Indiana media inquiry

Good afternoon Rachel,

| appreciate you letting me know about those documents. 've given them a read through and the
information was very helpful.

I have a few follow-questions after our interview a few weeks ago.
You referred me to IDEM concerning possible remediation of the site, and after reaching out to them they
said their role was evaluating the site and their assessment would be used to determine possible

remediation plans.

So, where exactly is the EPA in determining what can be done to the site? An IDEM rep said you were
very early in that process, and I'm trying to figure out the best way to categorize the matter.

What are potential remediation methods that could be utilized? Or, what methods have been explored?
| appreciate you looking at these.
Best,

Devin Zimmerman
Kokomo Perspective
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765-553-5041
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Message

From: Tatiana Schlossberg E Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) ]
Sent: 8/31/2018 8:36:31 P ’
To: Daguillard, Robert [Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov]

CC: Press [Press@epa.gov]

Subject: Re: Press Inquiry about Coal Ash

Thank you very much! Have a good holiday.
Tatiana

On Fri, Aug 31, 2018 at 3:43 PM Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard. Robert@epa.gov> wrote:

Good afternoon Tatiana,

Attached, and for attribution to “an EPA Spokesperson,” please

Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard

Office of Media Relations

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC

+1 (202) 564-6618 (O)

Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) (M)

From: Jones, Enesta

Sent: Thursday, August 30, 2018 10:05 AM

To: Tatiana Schlossberg < Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) >

Ce: AO OPA Media Relations <AQ_OPA Media_Relations@epa.gov>
Subject: Re: Press Inquiry about Coal Ash

Hi again, Tatiana, we should have a response to you tomorrow. You'll be hearing back from a colleague while
I'm on vacation.

On Aug 22,2018, at 11:23 AM, Tatiana Schlossberg <! Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) - wrote:
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Hi there,

Thanks so much for getting back to me. Here are my questions:

How does the new rule change what coal-fired power plants are required or expected to do with their coal ash?
What were EPA's objections to the rule as published under the previous administration?

What is the rationale for allowing groundwater monitoring to be performed by a state official rather than by a
certified professional engineer or similar? Do all leaking ponds/dams found going forward need to be closed
and what is the timeline for that? How can EPA ensure that leaking ponds are properly reported (and
subsequently closed) without 3rd party authentication? Will EPA continue to perform inspections?

How does the decision to let Oklahoma (and any subsequent states that may also get approval) do its own
monitoring, permitting and enforcement interact with the national rule? I have seen a report from Earthjustice
and the Environmental Integrity Project that found that every coal ash pond in Oklahoma is leaking, so what
happens to that now? It would seem that Oklahoma state agencies have been lax on enforcement, so now that
EPA is not responsible for the state, how will EPA ensure that there is adequate oversight?

My deadline is August 31.

Thank you so much for your help.

Tatiana

On Mon, Aug 20, 2018 at 8:50 AM, Jones, Enesta <Jones.Enesta@epa.gov> wrote:

Tatiana, hi.

. What are your specific questions and firm deadline?
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On Aug 18, 2018, at 10:55 AM, Tatiana Schlossbergé Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) :*wrote:

Dear Ms. Lynn.

I'm a journalist working on a book about climate change and the environment, and | am writing a little bit about coal ash, generally. |
have written about the issue in the past, but not before the recent revision to the CCR rule. | am wondering if you or someone at EPA
might be able to explain to me how the new rule changes the regulations around coal ash ponds and landfills. Please feel free to give

me a call atiecspesonarveey e 10 [t Me know if there's a good way or time to reach you.

Thanks very much!

Tatiana Schlossberg
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Message

From: Abboud, Michael [abboud.michael@epa.gov]

Sent: 8/27/2018 8:54:36 PM

To: Daguillard, Robert [Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov]; Press [Press@epa.gov]
Subject: RE: Media inquiry: Snopes.com

Good to know.

From: Daguillard, Robert

Sent: Monday, August 27, 2018 4:32 PM
To: Press <Press@epa.gov>

Subject: FW: Media inquiry: Snopes.com

Flageing: T'll send the outlets response to the toxics program. Please note the outlet’s concluding paragraph:

We are planning on correcting some supporting elements in the original fact check, but for the
reasons described above, we do not plan on changing the rating.

We are also planning on running an additional story regarding the PR campaign the EPA has
apparently initiated to defend their SNUR, which will explain in more detail why we are not changing
the rating. We would appreciate any comments on the above concerns, as our story will run
tomorrow.

Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard

Office of Media Relations

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC

+1 (202) 564-6618 (0)

i Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) i (M)

From: Alex Kasprak [mailto:alex@snopes.com]

Sent: Monday, August 27, 2018 4:29 PM

To: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov>; Grantham, Nancy <Grantham.Nancy@epa.gov>
Cc: David Mikkelson <snopes@snopes.com>

Subject: Re: Media inquiry: Snopes.com

Hello Robert,

| have read through your comments on our piece, spoken with outside experts, and conducted further
research. | agree that a clarification is in order regarding the legal status of currently unregulated
asbestos. | am in error in saying that “new uses” — as legally defined in EPA court rulings — were
previously banned.

| disagree with your assertion, at least as argued in the document you sent me, that the proposed
SNUR does not allow for novel asbestos uses to be approved for use in the future. My primary reason
for this disagreement is the suggestion that you are committing to a complete ban on all currently
unregulated uses of asbestos when it appears you are not.
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My understanding of this SNUR is that it is an enforceable prohibition only for specifically defined
uses:

Adhesives, sealants, and roof and non-roof coatings;
arc chutes;

beater-add gaskets;

extruded sealant tape and other tape;

filler for acetylene cylinders;

high-grade electrical paper;

millboard;

missile liner;

pipeline wrap;

reinforced plastics;

roofing felt;

separators in fuel cells and batteries;

vinyl-asbestos floor tile;

and any other building material (other than cement).

As a result of that stipulation, any conceivable use in the future that does not fall into those categories
would, in fact, not be required to undergo any risk evaluation, and therefore “may begin at any time,
without any regulatory barriers.” Please correct me if | am wrong in this assertion.

| take exception, as well, with your framing of the issue to suggest that the Obama administration had
the chance to block these uses and did not. A 25 April 2018 email to members of the asbestos SNUR
team from Robert Courtnage, obtained by the New York Times, pretty clearly shows that that the
original plan for the SNUR was, in fact, to affect a blanket ban on all unregulated uses, but “upper
management” requested “a different approach”

After sharing a draft of the proposed SNUR, OCSPP upper management asked us to take a
different approach. Instead of requiring a significant new notice (SNUN) for all uses that are
not ongoing, after listing and clarifying the currently ongoing uses would not require a SNUN,
they have instead asked us to specifically list out certain uses that are no longer ongoing that
will require a SNUN.

More generally, your framing of the SNUR regarding asbestos seems to overlook the possibility that
any other uses which pass the safety review would, in fact, be approved for use. While | understand
the argument that technically these unregulated uses were already allowed, | find that assertion to
also be misleading. Your process, in theory, could bestow legal protections upon some of these
unregulated uses (as long as they pass your safety review), and although the result may not be a
“new use” as understood by the Fifth Circuit Court of Appeals, it would certainly be a “new use”

as understood by the average American.

We are planning on correcting some supporting elements in the original fact check, but for the
reasons described above, we do not plan on changing the rating.

We are also planning on running an additional story regarding the PR campaign the EPA has
apparently initiated to defend their SNUR, which will explain in more detail why we are not changing
the rating. We would appreciate any comments on the above concerns, as our story will run
tomorrow.

Best,
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Alex Kasprak

On Fri, Aug 24, 2018 at 1:56 PM, Alex Kasprak <alex@snopes.com> wrote:

Thank you. Let me review these over the weekend and get back to you on Monday with any questions or concerns.
Broadly, | am having trouble squaring how you describe the SNUR process in this critique with your assertion that the
proposed SNUR process does not provide a framework for new uses to be approved.

"The June 2018 proposed rule would ban the identified new uses of asbestos and, therefore, would require EPA to
evaluate any intended new use of asbestos and, when necessary, continue to disallow uses."

What happens when disallowing its use is not "necessary"? Would that not, then, be a formal approval for a new use
that came to light through the SNUR?

Best,
Alex

On Fri, Aug 24, 2018 at 1:36 PM, Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov> wrote:

Thanks, Alex. We hope the attached — for attribution to U.S. EPA, please — 1s helpful.

Let us know if you have any questions or comments.

Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard

Office of Media Relations

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC

+1 (202) 564-6618 (0O)

Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) (M)

From: Alex Kasprak [mailto:alex@snopes.com]

Sent: Friday, August 24, 2018 4:31 PM

To: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov>
Subject: Re: Media inquiry: Snopes.com

I am. How can | help?
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Best,

Alex

On Fri, Aug 24, 2018 at 1:28 PM, Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov> wrote:

Good afternoon Alex,

Are you the right contact to discuss Snopes’ recent post on EPA’s regulation of Asbestos?

Thanks in advance.

Robert Daguillard

Office of Media Relations

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC

+1 (202) 564-6618 (0O)

Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) (M)
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Message

From: Abboud, Michael [abboud.michael@epa.gov]

Sent: 8/27/2018 8:43:31 PM

To: Beach, Christopher [beach.christopher@epa.gov]; Block, Molly [block.molly@epa.gov]; Hewitt, James
[hewitt.james@epa.gov]; Konkus, John [konkus.john@epa.gov]

Subject: FW: Media inquiry: Snopes.com

Such a joke.

From: Daguillard, Robert

Sent: Monday, August 27, 2018 4:32 PM
To: Press <Press@epa.gov>

Subject: FW: Media inquiry: Snopes.com

Flagging: I'll send the outlets response to the toxics program. Please note the outlet’s concluding paragraph:

We are planning on correcting some supporting elements in the original fact check, but for the
reasons described above, we do not plan on changing the rating.

We are also planning on running an additional story regarding the PR campaign the EPA has
apparently initiated to defend their SNUR, which will explain in more detail why we are not changing
the rating. We would appreciate any comments on the above concerns, as our story will run
tomorrow.

Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard

Office of Media Relations

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC

+1 (202) 564-6618 (0O)

i Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) (M)

From: Alex Kasprak [mailto:alex@snopes.com]

Sent: Monday, August 27, 2018 4:29 PM

To: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov>; Grantham, Nancy <Grantham.Nancy@epa.gov>
Cc: David Mikkelson <snopes@snopes.com>

Subject: Re: Media inquiry: Snopes.com

Hello Robert,

| have read through your comments on our piece, spoken with outside experts, and conducted further
research. | agree that a clarification is in order regarding the legal status of currently unregulated
asbestos. | am in error in saying that “new uses” — as legally defined in EPA court rulings — were
previously banned.

| disagree with your assertion, at least as argued in the document you sent me, that the proposed
SNUR does not allow for novel asbestos uses to be approved for use in the future. My primary reason
for this disagreement is the suggestion that you are committing to a complete ban on all currently
unregulated uses of asbestos when it appears you are not.
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My understanding of this SNUR is that it is an enforceable prohibition only for sgecifically defined
uses:

Adhesives, sealants, and roof and non-roof coatings;
arc chutes;

beater-add gaskets;

extruded sealant tape and other tape;

filler for acetylene cylinders;

high-grade electrical paper;

millboard;

missile liner;

pipeline wrap;

reinforced plastics;

roofing felt;

separators in fuel cells and batteries;

vinyl-asbestos floor tile;

and any other building material (other than cement).

As a result of that stipulation, any conceivable use in the future that does not fall into those categories
would, in fact, not be required to undergo any risk evaluation, and therefore “may begin at any time,
without any regulatory barriers.” Please correct me if | am wrong in this assertion.

| take exception, as well, with your framing of the issue to suggest that the Obama administration had
the chance to block these uses and did not. A 25 April 2018 email to members of the asbestos SNUR
team from Robert Courtnage, obtained by the New York Times, pretty clearly shows that that the
original plan for the SNUR was, in fact, to affect a blanket ban on all unregulated uses, but “upper
management” requested “a different approach”

After sharing a draft of the proposed SNUR, OCSPP upper management asked us to take a
different approach. Instead of requiring a significant new notice (SNUN) for all uses that are
not ongoing, after listing and clarifying the currently ongoing uses would not require a SNUN,
they have instead asked us to specifically list out certain uses that are no longer ongoing that
will require a SNUN.

More generally, your framing of the SNUR regarding asbestos seems to overlook the possibility that
any other uses which pass the safety review would, in fact, be approved for use. While | understand
the argument that technically these unregulated uses were already allowed, | find that assertion to
also be misleading. Your process, in theory, could bestow legal protections upon some of these
unregulated uses (as long as they pass your safety review), and although the result may not be a
“‘new use” as understood by the Fifth Circuit Court of Appeals, it would certainly be a “new use”

as understood by the average American.

We are planning on correcting some supporting elements in the original fact check, but for the
reasons described above, we do not plan on changing the rating.

We are also planning on running an additional story regarding the PR campaign the EPA has
apparently initiated to defend their SNUR, which will explain in more detail why we are not changing
the rating. We would appreciate any comments on the above concerns, as our story will run
tomorrow.

Best,
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Alex Kasprak

On Fri, Aug 24, 2018 at 1:56 PM, Alex Kasprak <alex@snopes.com> wrote:

Thank you. Let me review these over the weekend and get back to you on Monday with any questions or concerns.
Broadly, | am having trouble squaring how you describe the SNUR process in this critique with your assertion that the
proposed SNUR process does not provide a framework for new uses to be approved.

"The June 2018 proposed rule would ban the identified new uses of asbestos and, therefore, would require EPA to
evaluate any intended new use of asbestos and, when necessary, continue to disallow uses."

What happens when disallowing its use is not "necessary"? Would that not, then, be a formal approval for a new use
that came to light through the SNUR?

Best,
Alex

On Fri, Aug 24, 2018 at 1:36 PM, Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov> wrote:

Thanks, Alex. We hope the attached — for attribution to U.S. EPA, please — 1s helpful.

Let us know if you have any questions or comments.

Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard

Office of Media Relations

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC

+1 (202) 564-6618 (0O)

Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) (M)

From: Alex Kasprak [mailto:alex@snopes.com]

Sent: Friday, August 24, 2018 4:31 PM

To: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov>
Subject: Re: Media inquiry: Snopes.com

I am. How can | help?
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Best,

Alex

On Fri, Aug 24, 2018 at 1:28 PM, Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov> wrote:

Good afternoon Alex,

Are you the right contact to discuss Snopes’ recent post on EPA’s regulation of Asbestos?

Thanks in advance.

Robert Daguillard

Office of Media Relations

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC

+1 (202) 564-6618 (0O)

i Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) | (M)
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Message

From: Block, Molly [block.molly@epa.gov]

Sent: 6/20/2018 12:53:59 PM

To: Schwab, Justin [Schwab. Justin@epa.gov]

CC: Gunasekara, Mandy [Gunasekara.Mandy@epa.gov]; Dominguez, Alexander [dominguez.alexander@epa.gov];

Abboud, Michael [abboud.michael@epa.gov]; Beach, Christopher [beach.christopher@epa.gov]; Daniell, Kelsi
[daniell.kelsi@epa.gov]; Ferguson, Lincoln [ferguson.lincoln@epa.gov]; Hewitt, James [hewitt.james@epa.gov];
Konkus, John [konkus.john@epa.gov]; Wilcox, Jahan [wilcox.jahan@epa.gov]

Subject: RE: FOR REVIEW: Farm World -- Hardship Waiver Question

| can definitely make those changes. Thanks all!!

From: Schwab, Justin

Sent: Wednesday, June 20, 2018 8:48 AM

To: Block, Molly <block.molly@epa.gov>

Cc: Gunasekara, Mandy <Gunasekara.Mandy@epa.gov>; Dominguez, Alexander <dominguez.alexander@epa.gov>;
Abboud, Michael <abboud.michael@epa.gov>; Beach, Christopher <beach.christopher@epa.gov>; Daniell, Kelsi
<daniell.kelsi@epa.gov>; Ferguson, Lincoln <ferguson.lincoln@epa.gov>; Hewitt, James <hewitt.james@epa.gov>;
Konkus, John <konkus.john@epa.gov>; Wilcox, Jahan <wilcox.jahan@epa.gov>

Subject: Re: FOR REVIEW: Farm World -- Hardship Waiver Question

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

Sent from my iPhone

On Jun 20, 2018, at 8:42 AM, Block, Molly <blgck molly@epa.gov> wrote:

Thanks! | made those two edits and Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) And lastly on E15, we

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

From: Schwab, Justin

Sent: Wednesday, June 20, 2018 8:35 AM

To: Block, Molly <hlock.mollvBena.gov>

Cc: Gunasekara, Mandy <Gunasekara. Mandy@epa.gov>; Dominguez, Alexander
<domingues.alexander@epa.gov>; Abboud, Michael <abboud.michasi@epn.gov>; Beach, Christopher
<bgach.christopher@epa.gov>; Daniell, Kelsi <danisil kelsi@ena.gov>; Ferguson, Lincoln
<fergusondincoin@epa.ov>; Hewitt, James <hewitt iames@ena.zov>; Konkus, John
<konkus.iohn@ena.gov>; Wilcox, Jahan <wilcox ishan@@epa.gov>

Subject: Re: FOR REVIEW: Farm World -- Hardship Waiver Question

I'd change! Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

And I'd change t Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

prmimimimm e |
i Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP) |
L,

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)
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Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

Sent from my iPhone

On Jun 20, 2018, at 8:29 AM, Block, Molly <hiock.moliv@epa.gov> wrote:

Thoughts on the following response? I've pared down sqmething we've used before. In
terms of; Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP) ! Thanks ali!

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

Additional background (not for attribution):

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

From: Irstrickler @orotonmail.com [mailiodnstrickler @protonmaib.com]
Sent: Tuesday, June 19, 2018 11:46 AM

To: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard. Robert@epa.gow>

Subject: Farm World -- Hardship Waiver Question

Hi Mr. Daguillard,
My name is Jordan Strickler and | am a freelance writer for Farm World News. | have

been covering the RFS hardship waiver news for our paper recently and just had a
couple of questions, | was hoping | could have answered.
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The first is, what is the formula for deciding a "hardship"? If there is none currently, do
you think that there might be a standard in the future? The second is what do you think
the chances are that the EPA would allow E-15 year round.

Any help with one or both of those questions would be greatly appreciated.
Thanks!
Jordan Strickler

859-229-9699
instrickler@orotonmall.com
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Message

From: Lynn, Tricia [lynn.tricia@epa.gov]

Sent: 8/15/2018 7:55:43 PM

To: Konkus, lohn [konkus.john@epa.gov]; Block, Molly [block.molly@epa.gov]; Hewitt, James [hewitt.james@epa.gov];
Abboud, Michael [abboud.michael@epa.gov]

CC: Grantham, Nancy [Grantham.Nancy@epa.gov]; Jones, Enesta [Jones.Enesta@epa.gov]; Daguillard, Robert
[Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov]; Lynn, Tricia [lynn.tricia@epa.gov]

Subject: Open Inquiries, 8/15/18

There are two inquiries received in the press box with no response. (Note:i Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

There are four inquiries in the press box awaiting 3™ floor approval.

No response so far (2)

From: Daguillard, Robert

Sent: Wednesday, August 15, 2018 1:17 PM

To: Press <Press@epa.gov>

Subject: Fwd: Press Inquiry about Fuel: ethanol, RFS, fuel efficiency

Third Floor, please advise on next steps.

Robert Daguillard

U.S. EPA

Office of Media Relations
Washington D.C.

= 1
E Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) :( M )
Lmtmimim ittt e e, :

202-564-6618 (0)
Begin forwarded message:

From: Gregory Meyer <gregory.meyer@ft.com>

Date: August 15, 2018 at 12:53:23 PM EDT

To: daguillard.robert@epa.gov

Subject: Press Inquiry about Fuel: ethanol, RFS, fuel efficiency

Dear Mr. Daguillard:

I am a reporter at the Financial Times, writing with a query about the RFS.

The 2019 RVO proposed rulemaking states that EPA evaluated "petitions for exemption from 20 small refineries for the
2016 RFS standards (3 of which were owned by a small refiner) and 29 small refineries for the 2017 RFS standards (8 of

which were owned by a small refiner)."

How many exemptions were granted for 2016 and 20177 Industry sources say all of the petitions were granted, and |
would like to confirm this with EPA.

My deadline is today.

Thanks and regards,
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Gregory Meyer

Markets reporter

Financial Times

Work phone: +1 917 5515133
Mobile phone: | ex.6Personal Privacy (PP) |
gregory.meyer@ft.com

bbb bbb bR

From: Milbourn, Cathy

Sent: Wednesday, August 15, 2018 2:10 PM

To: Press <Press@epa.gov>

Subject: FW: Interview inquiry: EPA Deputy Administrator Thomas Burke

All:

Here’s a request to interview Tom Burke, former head of ORD. | explained to Victoria that Tom is no
longer with the agency, and | am no longer in the press office. Her request for an interview and what
she’s looking for is outlined below.

cm

From: Victoria [mailto:victoria@codecprime.com]

Sent: Wednesday, August 15, 2018 1:30 PM

To: Milbourn, Cathy <Milbourn.Cathy@epa.gov>

Subject: Interview inquiry: EPA Deputy Administrator Thomas Burke

Dear Cathy,
Hope all is well this beautiful summer afternoon.

I'm reaching out to kindly request an interview with Thomas Burke regarding EPA's comprehensive and multiyear
assessment of the potential impacts of hydraulic fracturing on drinking water.

As | understood hydraulic fracturing has not led to widespread impact to drinking water. In addition only a small number
of contamination cases were found. We were hopping Mr. Burke might be able to allocate 20-25 min of his time to
elaborate on the subject. The interview is for educational video material for high school & college students.

The edu materials are funded by 1,000 Shots Inc.

If the interview could be scheduled for sometime between Aug 17th and Sept 30th that would be wonderful!

Please don't hesitate to contact me should there be any questions. I'll be happy to assist.

Look forward to hearing from you.

Warm regards,
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Victoria Prima

Production Coordinator

CODEC PRIME, INC.

v
Cel/': Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) :

victoria@codecprime.com

R

Awaiting 3" floor approval (4)

From: Lynn, Tricia

Sent: Wednesday, August 15, 2018 3:30 PM

To: Press <Press@epa.gov>

Subject: FOR REVIEW: Hotel Management Magazine (Elliott Mest) RE: TV Recycling (8/16)

Reporter is asking about TV recycling. Elliott Mest, Hotel Management Magazine.

Suggested Response:

For attribution to “an EPA spokesperson,”

1. What are the dangers of improperly disposing of TV-related waste to the environment, and what are the legal
ramifications?

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)
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Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

3. What should hotel operators know about the process before they begin?

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

4. What are some common mistakes that hotel operators make during the disposal process?
Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP) !

5. How can hotels go above and beyond during this process?

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)
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Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

From: Elliott Mest [mailto:emest@qguestex.com]

Sent: Thursday, August 09, 2018 5:07 PM

To: Lynn, Tricia <lynn.tricia@epa.gov>

Subject: Re: Press Inquiry: Hotel Management Magazine TV Recycling Article

Hi Tricia,
Great! My deadline for this story is next Thursday, August 16. Here are the questions | would like to ask:

1. What are the dangers of improperly disposing of TV-related waste to the environment, and what are the legal
ramifications?

2. How are hotels recommended to dispose of electronic waste?

3. What should hotel operators know about the process before they begin?

4. What are some common mistakes that hotel operators make during the disposal process?
5. How can hotels go above and beyond during this process?

Thank you,
Elliott

From: "Lynn, Tricia" <lynn.tricia@epa.gov>

Date: Wednesday, August 8, 2018 at 3:57 PM

To: Elliott Mest <emest@® questex.com>

Subject: RE: Press Inquiry: Hotel Management Magazine TV Recycling Article

Hi Elliott—

Thanks so much for your inquiry. 'm happy to help get you the information you need.
Before | can reach out to our subject matter experts, | need a bit more information from you.
First, can you please share your deadline for receiving the information?

Second, can you please send a list of your specific questions?
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Thanks again. | look forward to hearing from you at your earliest convenience.

--Tricia

Tricia Lynn

Office of Public Affairs
U.S. EPA

Office: 202.564.2615

From: Elliott Mest [mailto:emest@questex.com]

Sent: Wednesday, August 8, 2018 3:04 PM

To: Mears, Mary <Mears.Mary@epa.gov>

Subject: Press Inquiry: Hotel Management Magazine TV Recycling Article

Hi Mary,

I was wondering if you could help me get in contact with someone for an operations-based TV story in Hotel Management
magazine? The story will encompass sustainable recycling of legacy TVs as new devices are cycled into hotels. The story will
cover what hoteliers should know ahead of time, what the process entails, and why recycling these devices matters.

Thank you,
Elliott

Elliott Mest | Associate Editor

HOTEL MANAGEMENT

757 Third Avenue New York, NY 10017
cmesi@questex.com

(@celmest

T: 212 895 8288

hotelmanagement. net

bbb

From: Daguillard, Robert

Sent: Wednesday, August 15, 2018 2:46 PM
To: Press <Press@epa.gov>

Subject: FW: Glyphosate and cereals, oats

I'd direct her, on background, to Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)
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Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard

Office of Media Relations

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC

+1 (202) 564-6618 (0)

i Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) : (M)

From: Mihir Zaveri [mailto:mihir.zaveri@nytimes.com|]
Sent: Wednesday, August 15, 2018 2:39 PM
To: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov>

Cc: Press <Press@epa.gov>

Subject: Re: Glyphosate and cereals, oats

Hi, would the EWG report today make you question any of the findings that glyphosate is not likely carcinogenic to
humans?

On Wed, Aug 15, 2018 at 1:22 PM Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov> wrote:
Hullo Mihir,

For attribution to “an EPA Spokesperson,” please:

As stated in our December 2017 announcement, EPA’s draft human health risk assessment concluded that glyphosate is
not likely to be carcinogenic to humans. Our assessment found no other meaningful risks to human health when the
product is used according to the pesticide label. The Agency’s scientific findings are consistent with other countries and
regulatory authorities including the Canadian Pest Management Regulatory Agency, Australian Pesticide and Veterinary
Medicines Authority, European Food Safety Authority, the European Chemicals Agency, German Federal Institute for
Occupational Safety and Health, the Joint FAO/WHO Meeting on Pesticide Residues, the New Zealand Environmental
Protection Authority, and Food Safety Commission of Japan.

EPA’s human health review evaluated dietary, residential/non-occupational, aggregate, and occupational exposures.
Additionally, the Agency performed an in-depth review of the glyphosate cancer database, including data from
epidemiological, animal carcinogenicity, and genotoxicity studies.

We are currently reviewing public comments received on the draft assessment and plan to publish the proposed interim
registration review decision for glyphosate in 2019. The proposed interim registration review decision will outline any

proposed mitigation measures to reduce risk, if any are needed.

For more information read our Revised Glyphosate Issue Paper: Evaluation of Carcinogenic Potential.

Robert Daguillard
U.S.EPA

Office of Media Relations
Washington D.C.

202-564-6618 (O)

On Aug 15, 2018, at 11:35 AM, Mihir Zaveri <mihir.zaveri@nytimes.com> wrote:

Thank you -- appreciate your acknowledgement!
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Mihir

On Wed, Aug 15, 2018 at 11:34 AM Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov> wrote:

Good morning Mihir,

A quick work to acknowledge receipt. We'll be in touch soon.

Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard

Office of Media Relations

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC

+1 (202) 564-6618 (0O)

Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) | (M)

From: Mihir Zaveri [mailto:mihir.zaveri@nytimes.com]
Sent: Wednesday, August 15, 2018 11:26 AM

To: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov>
Subject: Glyphosate and cereals, oats

Hello, this is Mihir Zaveri, I'm a reporter with The New York Times. I'm working on a story today about this new
report from the Environmental Working Group that shows certain levels of the chemical "glyphosate" in cereal, granola,
and other food products.

I'm sure you have been over these points before, but the report suggests that glyphosate is linked to cancer, and
supports that notion with a WHO agency designation and California state designation as well as the recent settlement in
California earlier this month. The report further suggests that the levels of glyphosate that they found could particularly
put children at risk.

Hoping to get an answer to some questions:
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-- It's my understanding that the federal government does not consider glyphosate to be linked to cancer, is this true?
-- Are there any risks associated with glyphosate for parents, or general population, to be concerned about?

-- Why is there this dissonance between what federal regulators say and what, for example, the state of California says
regarding Glyphosate?

-- How would EPA respond to the public who might read this EWG report and be scared that their children might not be
safe if they eat these foods? Or others?

-- The EWG scientists assert that glyphosate applied later in a crop cycle reflects an increased risk compared to that
applied earlier in the cycle. Is there any reason to challenge this notion?

-- When do the draft risk assessments published in December become final and what more is there to do in that
process?

Thank you, | am writing this story today and it will go online later this afternoon.

Thank you,
Mihir

bbb
From: Daguillard, Robert

Sent: Wednesday, August 15, 2018 2:13 PM
To: Press <Press@epa.gov>

Subject: FW: ABC Australia request

i
Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP) I‘;)

Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard

Office of Media Relations

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC

+1 (202) 564-6618 (0)

i Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) i(M)

From: Stephanie March [mailto:March.Steshanis@abo.netau]
Sent: Wednesday, August 15, 2018 1:38 PM

To: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard Robernt@epa.gov>

Subject: RE: ABC Australia request

Thank you Robert for the quick reply. Will you be getting back to me on the interview request and |G query or will they
be handled by a different department?
Thanks again,

Stephanie
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From: Daguillard, Robert <Dazuillard . Rohert@epa pov>
Sent: Wednesday, 15 August 2018 1:26 PM

To: Stephanie March <iarch.Stephanie@abonet.au>
Subject: Re: ABC Australia request

Good afternoon (morning to you),
For attribution to “an EPA Spokesperson,” please:

As stated in our Llecember 2017 announcerment, EPA’s draft human health risk assessment concluded that
glyphosate 1s not likely to be carcinogenic to humans. Our assessment found no other meaningtul risks to human
health when the product 1s used according to the pesticide label. The Agency’s scientific findings are consistent
with other countries and regulatory authorities including the Canadian Pest Management Regulatory Agency,
Australian Pesticide and Veterinary Medicines Authority, European Food Safety Authority, the European Chemicals
Agency, German Federal Institute for Occupational Safety and Health, the Joint FAO/WHO Meeting on Pesticide
Restdues, the New Zealand Environmental Protection Authority, and Food Satety Commussion of Japan.

EPA’s human health review evaluated dietary, residential/non-occupational, aggregate, and occupational exposures.
Additionally, the Agency pertormed an in-depth review of the glyphosate cancer database, including data from
epidemiological, animal carcinogenicity, and genotoxicity studies.

We are currently reviewing public comments received on the draft assessment and plan to publish the proposed
interim registration review decision for glyphosate in 2019.

The proposed interim registration review decision will outline any proposed mitigation measures to reduce risk, if
any are needed.

For more information read our Hevised Glyphosate Issue Paper: Hvaluation of Carcinogenic Potential.

Robert Daguillard

U.S. EPA

Office of Media Relations
Washington D.C.

On Aug 15, 2018, at 12:59 PM, Stephanie March <}March. Siephanie@abonet.au> wrote:

Hello,

I'm a reporter with Four Corners, Australia’s pre-eminent investigative documentary program.

At the moment we are doing a story on the Monsanto vs Johnson case and the broader debate over Glyphosate.
Would an EPA spokesperson be available for a pre-recorded, on-camera interview for this story?

Secondly, can you provide an update on where the agency's Inspector General report into thisissue is at? Is it still
underway? Is there a completion date?

Thirdly, when will the EPA review of Glyphosate be completed? Is any information available aside from the draft risk assessment
released in December 20177

QOur deadline for the interview and information on the 1G report and product review is September 10.
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By way of background, our program is a 45-minute documentary show that covers the big issues confronting Australian
society and the world; our films are often syndicated and rebroadcast around the globe. The program has been on air for
over 50 years and has a well founded reputation for unbiased evidence based investigations. Over the years
investigations by Four Corners have prompted Royal Commissions, significant changes in criminal justice policies and
been referenced in UN inquiries. Our international equivalents are BBC Pancrama and PBS Frontline.

Our website, which carries archived episodes, is here: www.abonet au/dcomers

if you have any questions you would like to discuss by phone please call me on the number below.

Best regards,

Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP)
march.stephanie@abc.net.au

s

Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail.

The information contained in this email and any attachment is confidential and may contain legally privileged or
copyright material. It is intended only for the use of the addressee(s). If you are not the intended recipient of this email,
you are not permitted to disseminate, distribute or copy this email or any attachments. If you have received this
message in error, please notify the sender immediately and delete this email from your system. The ABC does not
represent or warrant that this transmission is secure or virus free. Before opening any attachment you should check for
viruses. The ABC's liability is limited to resupplying any email and attachments.

B e s

From: Daguillard, Robert

Sent: Wednesday, August 15, 2018 3:16 PM

To: Konkus, John <konkus.john@epa.gov>; Jones, Enesta <Jones.Enesta@epa.gov>; Block, Molly
<block.molly@epa.gov>; Hewitt, James <hewitt.james@epa.gov>; Abboud, Michael <abboud.michael@epa.gov>
Cc: Grantham, Nancy <Grantham.Nancy@epa.gov>; Lynn, Tricia <lynn.tricia@epa.gov>

Subject: John K: Open Inquiries, 8/14/18

John, here’s ORD’s response. Please advise it this 1s OK to send as amended:

“Hi Robert & Enesta- just little tweaks. It wasi Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

Response: | Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP) E

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)
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Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard

Office of Media Relations

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC

+1 (202) 564-6618 (0O)

Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) (M)

From: Konkus, John

Sent: Tuesday, August 14, 2018 3:55 PM

To: Jones, Enesta <Jones.Enesta@epa.gov>; Block, Molly <block.molly@epa.gov>; Hewitt, James
<hewitt.james@epa.gov>; Abboud, Michael <abboud.michael@epa.gov>

Cc: Grantham, Nancy <Grantham.Nancy@epa.gov>; Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov>; Lynn, Tricia
<lynn.tricia@epa.gov>

Subject: RE: Open Inquiries, 8/14/18

Who in ORD approved this response: Response: Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)
Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)
You can say Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

Everything else is good to go.

Thank you Enesta!

From: "Daguillard, Robert" <Dapuillard. Robert@ena.gov>
Date: August 13, 2018 at 12:08:14 PM EDT

To: Press <Pressfilepa. gov>
Subject: FOR REVIEW: UNDARK - DDL 8/14 - Questions for EPA -- glyphosate story

SUMMARY: The reporter is taking a look at questions surrounding the glyphosate issue paper and the more recent
conversations between the agency and the glyphosate SAP. The reporter originally wanted an interview with Anna

Lowit, but both she and Rick Keigwin, the pesticides chief, are out this week. Also, the program feels | = soumame o or |
Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP) '
Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP) iHe wants to
hand in a first draft to his story this week, but will almost certainly return with more questions next week. Michael Balter

— Undark (MIT publication) — michasl.balter@email.com

Incoming: Dear Robert,

Over the weekend | had a chance to read the above document dated December 14, 2015.

Seife v. EPA (1:19-cv-05190) 7.31.2020 ED_003047_00000766-00012



| don't know if you are familiar with this document but it takes issue with a number of aspects of the OPP's Issue paper,
some along the lines of the SAP members' critiques.

At the end the ORD offers to work with OPP to develop the charge questions put to the SAP in Dec 2016.

Did the OPP in fact accept input from ORD in preparing those questions, or otherwise work with ORD to revise its
assessment in any way?

Tricia Lynn

Office of Public Affairs
U.S. EPA

Office: 202.564.2615
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Message

From: Daguillard, Robert [Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov]

Sent: 10/12/2018 6:43:40 PM

To: Press [Press@epa.gov]

Subject: For Review: NY Times/ProPublica - Biodiesel - RFS documents

The reporter seems to be having trouble accessing comments on RFS-related analyses and other docket documents
dating back to 2010, despite our response and instructions from September 5. The program hopes the following
clarification — and more precise instructions — will help. Please advise whether this 1s good to send on background:

RESPONSE:! Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard

Office of Media Relations

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC

+1 (202) 564-6618 (0O)

i Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) (M)

From: Abrahm Lustgarten [mailto:Abrahm.Lustgarten@propublica.org]
Sent: Tuesday, October 09, 2018 1:43 PM

To: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov>

Subject: Re: Abrahm: Your questions for EPA on biodiesel?

Robert,
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I'm writing again to follow up on the part of my request asking where public records are kept of comments
from past fuels policies... {per below). That was something you were going to get back to me about. Can |
expect a response? These are documents I’'m told should be in the docket for the lifecycle analysis related to
the RFS program, and | believe they are not.

(And yes — prior to publication, | will still be submitting questions to EPA to address the issues you have
declined to offer interviews about).

Thank you, hoping for a response here, its been months now.

Regards,
Abrahm Lustgarten
917-589-1262

From: "Daguillard, Robert" <Daguillard. Robertf@epa gov>
Date: Wednesday, September 5, 2018 at 10:13 AM

To: Abrahm Lustgarten <Abrahm Lustgarten@pronublica.org>
Subject: RE: Abrahm: Your questions for EPA on biodiesel?

Abrahm, thanks for message. I don’t know how usetul a chat this afternoon would be, as I don’t personally have
subject matter expertise in biodiesels. That’s why I've deferred until now to senior staft in our transportation and air
quality program.

Having said this, 'm glad you’re considering sending us written questions. I'm sorry 1f T didn’t mention before that
we’d find those hugely helpful, it only to decide who in the program would best address the specific points you
want to raise in your reporting. I may have told you before how often we get questions directed to a specific
researcher or official, only to find out they’re best answered by a number of people, or by a sertes of oftices
altogether.

The program will work hard to return solid, usetul responses to whatever questions you decide to send us.
I hope this helps. Let me know.
Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard

Office of Media Relations

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC

+1 (202) 564-6618 (0O)

: Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) | (M)

From: Abrahm Lustgarten [mailto:Abrehm.Lustzarten®@ propublica.org)
Sent: Wednesday, September 05, 2018 12:19 PM

To: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard. Robert@lepa. gov>

Subject: Re: Abrahm: Your questions for EPA on biodiesel?

Robert,
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Thank you for the reply. Are you available to speak by phone later today? What you've offered here does not really say
anything or answer any guestions. The links do not appear to provide any of the draft materials or public comments
which | asked for access to. This after more than 5 weeks of waiting.

This won’t help my reporting in any way, unfortunately, and I'm further concerned by the apparent lack of access to
public material including the comments.

You have not specifically addressed my request for interviews. Can you explain if they are being denied and why? if |
submit detailed questions to you which actually pertain to my reporting, will EPA answer them?

Without his how would you expect substantive reflection of Epa interests and efforts in the New York Times and
Propublica?

Regards,
Abrahm

Sent from my iPhone

On Sep 5, 2018, at 11:58 AM, Daguillard, Robert <Qazuillard. Roberti@ epa.gov> wrote:

Abrahm, on background — t.e., for attribution to U.S. EPA, please:

As required by the Clean Air Act, EPA evaluated the lifecycle greenhouse gas (GHG)
emissions associated with biofuels used under the Renewable Fuel Standard (RFS)
program. The statute says that lifecycle GHG emissions include “direct emissions and
significant indirect emissions from land use changes)...” A draft lifecycle GHG analysis
(LCA) of soybean-oil biodiesel was conducted for the May 2009 RFS proposed rule
Gettpss/ Jwww.gpo.gov) fdsve  pke / FR-2009-05-26 / pd £/ E9-10978, pdf). After extensive
public comment, a public workshop, and peer review, the final soy biodiesel LCA results
were published in the March 2010 RFS2 rule (hups://www.epa.gov/renewable-fuel-
standard-program/rencwable-fucl-standard-rls2-final-rule). Due to time constraints, the
March 2010 RFS2 rule did not include an LCA of palm oil biodiesel, but the preamble stated
our intention to conduct one. After extensive data gathering and modeling, we published
and sought comment on our palm oil LCA in a January 2012 Notice of Data Availability
(hgps:/ Swww.epagov/renewable-fuelstandard-program leame-more-about-notice-data-
availabilivv-noda-renewable-fuels).

Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard

Office of Media Relations

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC

+1 (202) 564-6618 (0)

i Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) F (M)

From: Abrahm Lustgarten [mailto:Abrahm Lusteasrten@propublics.org]
Sent: Thursday, August 30, 2018 6:19 PM

To: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard Robernt@epa.gov>

Subject: Re: Abrahm: Your questions for EPA on biodiesel?

Robert,
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Just following up to keep these requests alive. Could you at least point me to the public records?

Thank you,
Abrahm

Sent from my iPhone

On Aug 10, 2018, at 1:58 PM, Daguillard, Robert <Zaguillard Robert@ens,. gov> wrote:

Thanks, Abrahm.

Yesterday, you did, in fact, ask us about public comments and minutes for RFS
NODAS and LCA studies. Also, your e-mail from last Friday expressed interest in
discussing several things, including EPA’s process for evaluating feedstocks for
biodiesel, or the Agency’s consideration of indirect land use change. It 1s my
understanding that our fuels and transportation staft had been working on a
response for you.

Having said this, you’re more than welcome to send us more specific questions.
Regardless of how we get there, we will send you good, solid responses.

Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard

Office of Media Relations

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC

+1 (202) 564-6618 (0O)

i Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) i (M)

From: Abrahm Lustgarten [mailto:Abrahm Lustzarieni@propublica.orgl
Sent: Friday, August 10, 2018 4:48 PM

To: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard. Robert@epa.gov>

Subject: Re: Abrahm: Your questions for EPA on biodiesel?

Robert, again, | have not submitted any questions to you or the EPA. What exactly are
they answering and who is answering it? H=Who is expecting that this will meet the
needs of my story and news organizations? How do you even know the details of what |
am interested in?

Abrahm

From: "Daguillard, Robert” <Daguillard Robert@ena gov>
Date: Friday, August 10, 2018 at 1:24 PM

To: Abrahm Lustgarten <Apbrahm Lustgarten@propublica.org>
Subject: RE: Abrahm: Your questions for EPA on biodiesel?

Good afternoon Abrahm,
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A quick follow-up. I just checked with the fuels and transportation program folks:
The person who’s working on your questions 1s out today, so we're now looking at a
response no later than the middle of next week.

Sincere apologies tor the delay, but we’ll get there.
Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard

Office of Media Relations

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC

+1 (202) 564-6618 (0O)

Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) | (M)

From: Daguillard, Robert

Sent: Thursday, August 09, 2018 4:57 PM

To: Abrahm Lustgarten <abrahm.Lustzarten®@propublica.org>
Subject: Re: Abrahm: Your questions for EPA on biodiesel?

Thanks Abrahm,

Let me check.

Robert Daguillard

U.S. EPA

Office of Media Relations
‘Washington D.C.

E Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) : ( M )
L

202-564-6618 (O)

On Aug 9, 2018, at 4:54 PM, Abrahm Lustgarten <Abrahm Lustgarten@propublica.org>
wrote:

Robert,

Are the public comments and meeting minutes for each of the RFS
NODAS and LCA studies posted on the EPA website somewhere? How
can | access those public documents. This would concern the 2009 draft,
2010 final reviews for Ethanol, soy and other feedstocks, and the 2012
Palm oil review.

Thank you,
Abrahm

From: "Daguillard, Robert" <Daguillard. Robert@@epa gov>
Date: Thursday, August 9, 2018 at 9:30 AM

To: Abrahm Lustgarten <Abrahm bustzarten@propublica.org>
Subject: RE: Abrahm: Your questions for EPA on biodiesel?

Good afternoon Abrahm,
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Yes, we're working on getting you a written response before the end
of the week. Thanks.

Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard

Office of Media Relations

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC

+1 (202) 564-6618 (0)

| Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) | (M)

From: Abrahm Lustgarten [mailto:Abrahm.Lustearien®@propublica.org)
Sent: Thursday, August 09, 2018 12:27 PM

To: Daguillard, Robert <Qaguillard. Robert@epa.po>

Subject: Re: Abrahm: Your questions for EPA on biodiesel?

Hi Robert,
Checking in on where we stand on this. Think you can help?
Thank you,

Abrahm Lustgarten
9'17-589-1262

From: "Daguillard, Robert" <Gazuillard Robert@®ena gov>
Date: Monday, August 6, 2018 at 9:35 AM

To: Abrahm Lustgarten <Abrahm bustzarten®propublica.org>
Subject: RE: Abrahm: Your questions for EPA on biodiesel?

Good afternoon and thanks, Abrahm. One of the colleagues from
Sharyn’s oftice today is out sick today. I believe she’ll be back
tomorrow. At a minimum, I can update you then. Thanks for your
patience.

Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard

Office of Media Relations

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC

+1 (202) 564-6618 (0)

| Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) i (M)

From: Abrahm Lustgarten [mailto:Abrahm. Lustearien®@propublica. org)
Sent: Monday, August 06, 2018 12:14 PM

To: Daguillard, Robert <Qaguillard. Robert@epa.poy>

Subject: Re: Abrahm: Your questions for EPA on biodiesel?

Hi Robert,
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| hope you had a good weekend. | wanted to check in with you in hopes
| can connect with Sharyn for this story, today?

Thank you,
Abrahm

From: "Daguillard, Robert” <Daguillard. Robert@ena.gov>
Date: Friday, August 3, 2018 at 1:27 PM

To: Abrahm Lustgarten <Abrahm Lustgarten@pronublica.org>
Subject: Abrahm: Your questions for EPA on biodiesel?

Good afternoon Abrahm,

I understand via my colleague Sharyn Lie that you have questions
about biodiesel? Thanks in advance for letting us know how we can
help. Maybe you’d have time to talk first thing Monday AM?

Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard
Office of Media Relations
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC
+1 (202) 564-6618 (0O)
Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) i (M)
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Message

From: Daguillard, Robert [Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov]
Sent: 8/15/2018 6:13:21 PM

To: Press [Press@epa.gov]

Subject: FW: ABC Australia request

s

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard

Office of Media Relations

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC

+1 (202) 564-6618 (0O)

| Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) | (M)

From: Stephanie March [mailto:March.Stephanie@abc.net.au]
Sent: Wednesday, August 15, 2018 1:38 PM

To: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov>

Subject: RE: ABC Australia request

Thank you Robert for the quick reply. Will you be getting back to me on the interview request and |G query or will they
be handled by a different department?
Thanks again,

Stephanie

From: Daguillard, Robert <Dazuillard . Rohert@epa pov>
Sent: Wednesday, 15 August 2018 1:26 PM

To: Stephanie March <iarch.Stephanie@abonet.au>
Subject: Re: ABC Australia request

Good afternoon (morning to you),
For attribution to “an EPA Spokesperson,” please:

As stated in our Llecember 2017 announcerment, EPA’s draft human health risk assessment concluded that
glyphosate 1s not likely to be carcinogenic to humans. Our assessment found no other meaningtul risks to human
health when the product 1s used according to the pesticide label. The Agency’s scientific findings are consistent
with other countries and regulatory authorities including the Canadian Pest Management Regulatory Agency,
Australian Pesticide and Veterinary Medicines Authority, European Food Safety Authority, the European Chemicals
Agency, German Federal Institute for Occupational Safety and Health, the Joint FAO/WHO Meeting on Pesticide
Restdues, the New Zealand Environmental Protection Authority, and Food Satety Commussion of Japan.

EPA’s human health review evaluated dietary, residential /non-occupational, aggregate, and occupational exposures.
Additionally, the Agency pertormed an in-depth review of the glyphosate cancer database, including data from
epidemiological, animal carcinogenicity, and genotoxicity studies.

We are currently reviewing public comments received on the draft assessment and plan to publish the proposed
interim registration review decision for glyphosate in 2019.
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The proposed interim registration review decision will outline any proposed mitigation measures to reduce risk, if
any are needed.

For more information read our Eevized {lyphosate fssue Paper: Evaluation of Carcnogenic Poie

Robert Daguillard
U.S.EPA

Office of Media Relations
Washington D.C.

} £x 6 personl ey o) Y V1)

202-564-6618 (O)

On Aug 15, 2018, at 12:59 PM, Stephanie March <¥arch. Stephanie®abo.net. au> wrote:

Hello,

I'm a reporter with Four Comers, Australia’s pre-eminent investigative documentary program.

At the moment we are doing a story on the Monsanto vs Johnson case and the broader debate over
Glyphosate.

Would an EPA spokesperson be available for a pre-recorded, on-camera interview for this story?

Secondly, can you provide an update on where the agency's Inspector General report into thisissue is
at? Is it still underway? Is there a completion date?

Thirdly, when will the EPA review of Glyphosate be completed? Is any information available aside from the
draft risk assessment released in December 20177

Our deadline for the interview and information on the IG report and product review is September 10.

By way of background, our program is a 45-minute documentary show that covers the big issues
confronting Australian society and the world; our films are often syndicated and rebroadcast around the
globe. The program has been on air for over 50 years and has a well founded reputation for unbiased
evidence based investigations. Over the years investigations by Four Corners have prompted Royal
Commissions, significant changes in criminal justice policies and been referenced in UN inquiries. Our
international equivalents are BBC Panorama and PBS Frontline.

Our website, which carries archived episodes, is here: www. abonst au/dcomers

if you have any questions you would like to discuss by phone please call me on the number below.

Best regards,

i Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) i
march.stephanie@abc.net.au

Seife v. EPA (1:19-cv-05190) 7.31.2020 ED_003047_00000804-00002



Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail.

The information contained in this email and any attachment is confidential and may contain legally
privileged or copyright material. It is intended only for the use of the addressee(s). If you are not the
intended recipient of this email, you are not permitted to disseminate, distribute or copy this email or
any attachments. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender immediately and
delete this email from your system. The ABC does not represent or warrant that this transmission is
secure or virus free. Before opening any attachment you should check for viruses. The ABC's liability is
limited to resupplying any email and attachments.

Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail.

The information contained in this email and any attachment is confidential and may contain legally privileged or
copyright material. It is intended only for the use of the addressee(s). If you are not the intended recipient of this email,
you are not permitted to disseminate, distribute or copy this email or any attachments. If you have received this
message in error, please notify the sender immediately and delete this email from your system. The ABC does not
represent or warrant that this transmission is secure or virus free. Before opening any attachment you should check for
viruses. The ABC's liability is limited to resupplying any email and attachments.
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Message

From: Daguillard, Robert [Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov]

Sent: 9/10/2018 9:08:24 PM

To: Press [Press@epa.gov]

Subject: For Review: Argus - Affordable Clean Energy rule hearing
Program response.|  EX. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)  »

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard

Office of Media Relations

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC

+1 (202) 564-6618 (0O)

Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) i (M)

From: Michael Ball [mailto:michael.ball@argusmedia.com]
Sent: Monday, September 10, 2018 11:52 AM

To: Press <Press@epa.gov>

Subject: Affordable Clean Energy rule hearing

Hi,

Does EPA plan to hold any additional hearings beyond the one announced today for Chicago. If not, why just a single
hearing?

Thanks

Mike
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The information contained in this email and its attachments is confidential and may be the subject of professional or
other privilege. It may not be disclosed to anyone else without consent from the Argus Media group. If you are not the
intended recipient please notify the sender and destroy this email and its attachments immediately; please do not use,
disclose, distribute, copy, print or rely on the contents of this email or its attachments. While the Argus Media group
takes care to protect its systems from electronic virus attack or other harmful event, the Argus Media group gives no
warranty that this email or its attachments are free of any virus or other harmful matter and accepts no responsibility
for any loss or damage resulting from the recipient receiving, opening or using it or its attachments. Email is not a secure
method of communication and email messages may be intercepted. Messages sent to and from the Argus Media group
may be monitored, reviewed and/or processed in accordance with the Argus Media group’s policies, including for the
purpose of ensuring compliance with legal and regulatory obligations. Translations of this email disclaimer are available
in Japanese, Mandarin, German, Portuguese and Russian at www.argusmedia.com/disclaimer.

Argus Media Limited has moved offices. Please note our new address below.

Argus Media Limited, Lacon House, 84 Theobald's Road, London WC1X 8NL Registered in England and Wales, Company
Registration No: 1642534 VAT Registration No: GB 229 7149 41
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Message

From: Daguillard, Robert [Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov]

Sent: 8/14/2018 7:59:32 PM

To: Jones, Enesta [Jones.Enesta@epa.gov]; Konkus, John [konkus.john@epa.gov]; Block, Molly [block.molly@epa.gov];
Hewitt, James [hewitt.james@epa.gov]; Abboud, Michael [abboud.michael@epa.gov]

CC: Grantham, Nancy [Grantham.Nancy@epa.gov]; Lynn, Tricia [lynn.tricia@epa.gov]

Subject: RE: Open Inquiries, 8/14/18

Thanks, John. The response came trom OCSPP, but we can run quickly by ORD.
Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard

Office of Media Relations

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC

+1 (202) 564-6618 (0)

Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) | (M)

From: Jones, Enesta

Sent: Tuesday, August 14, 2018 3:59 PM

To: Konkus, John <konkus.john@epa.gov>; Block, Molly <block.molly@epa.gov>; Hewitt, James
<hewitt.james@epa.gov>; Abboud, Michael <abboud.michael@epa.gov>

Cc: Grantham, Nancy <Grantham.Nancy@epa.gov>; Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov>; Lynn, Tricia
<lynn.tricia@epa.gov>

Subject: RE: Open Inquiries, 8/14/18

Tnx John. Robert will have to weigh in the ORD/Undark g.

From: Konkus, John

Sent: Tuesday, August 14, 2018 3:55 PM

To: Jones, Enesta <Jones.Enesta@epa.gov>; Block, Molly <block.molly@epa.gov>; Hewitt, James
<hewitt.james@epa.gov>; Abboud, Michael <abboud.michael@epa.gov>

Cc: Grantham, Nancy <Grantham.Nancy@epa.gov>; Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov>; Lynn, Tricia
<lynn.tricia@epa.gov>

Subject: RE: Open Inquiries, 8/14/18

Who in ORD approved this response: Response: Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP) :

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

You can say: Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

Everything else is good to go.

Thank you Enesta!

From: Jones, Enesta
Sent: Tuesday, August 14, 2018 3:40 PM
To: Konkus, John <konkus.john@epa.gov>; Block, Molly <block.molly@epa.gov>; Hewitt, James
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<hewitt.james@epa.gov>; Abboud, Michael <abboud.michael@epa.gov>

Cc: Grantham, Nancy <Grantham.Nancy@epa.gov>; Jones, Enesta <Jones.Enesta@epa.gov>; Daguillard, Robert
<Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov>; Lynn, Tricia <lynn.tricia@epa.gov>

Subject: Open Inquiries, 8/14/18

Seven Awaiting Third Floor Approval:

From: "Jones, Enesta” <Jones.Enesta@epa.gov>
Date: August 14, 2018 at 3:37:03 PM EDT

To: Press <Press@epa.gov>
Subject: For Review: InsideClimate News {Philip McKenna) re NEJAC meeting (DDL: 8/14)

OP/EJ approved response:

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

From: Philip McKenna <phil. mckenna@insideclimatenews.org>

Date: August 14, 2018 at 3:10:51 PM EDT

To: "Jones, Enesta" <jones.enesta@epa.gov>

Subject: Fwd: journalist requesting press pass to attend this week's NEJAC conference in Boston

Hi Enesta,

I'm a journalist covering environmental justice interested in attending tomorrow's NEJAC hearing in person in Boston. |
missed the deadline for pre-registration and it appears that seating at the event is limited. Do you know if there is
separate registration for members of the media? Also, if | can't attend in person, do you know if there is separate
registration for the live teleconference (I missed preregistration for this as well and it also appears to be limited)

Best,
Phil

+++

From: "Jones, Enesta” <Jones.Enesta@epa.gov>
Date: August 14, 2018 at 3:29:23 PM EDT

To: Press <Press@epa.gov>
Subject: For Review: ProPublica (Talia Buford) re NEJAC meeting {DDL: 8/14)

OP/EJ approved response:

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

From: Talia Buford <Talia.Buford@propublica.org>
Date: August 14, 2018 at 2:51:39 PM EDT
To: "Jones, Enesta” <Jones.Enesta@epa.gov>
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Cc: "Martin, Karenl" <Martin.KarenL@epa.gov>
Subject: ProPublica re: NEJAC meeting

Hi Enesta,

I’'m wondering if you can help me with some information or a solution possibly for an issue I'm having. I'm in
New York, and I wanted to listen to the NEJAC meeting today in Boston. The call in option is apparently only
for the meeting tomorrow and Thursday — and there’s no way for remote people to listen in on the public
comment portion tonight. I reached out to Karen, but I assume she’s in Boston for the meeting and unavailable
via email.

I don’t need to listen to it in real time, but I am hoping to listen to this portion of the meeting at some point. Do
you know if it will be recorded, or if it can be? Or, if it is possible, if there can be a listen only line set up for the
public comment section? I thought the public comment portion would be included in the meeting, and didn’t
realize until this morning that I had no way to listen to it.

Please let me know if you can help with this.
Thanks,

Talia Buford
ProPublica

o

From: "Lynn, Tricia" <lynn.tricia@epa.gov>
To: "Press” <Press@epa.gov>
Subject: FOR REVIEW: The Environmental Editors {Tricia Hodkiewicz) RE: EPA letter denying UST deadline extension (8/14)

Reporter is asking for the letters EPA sent to Senators and House Members regarding their request for a compliance
deadline extension. Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

: Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP) E

Suggested Response:

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

From: epaeditors [mailto:epaeditors@jjkeller.com]

Sent: Friday, August 10, 2018 7:37 PM

To: McDermott, Elizabeth <McDermott Elizabeth@epa.gov<mailto:McDermott.Elizabeth@epa.gov>>
Subject: request for EPA letter denying UST deadline extension

Elizabeth,

Hello! How may | obtain a copy of the EPA letter or letters (to U.S. Senate and House members) denying
requests<hitps://www.pmaa.org/advocacy/regulatory-issues/> for a three-year compliance deadline extension of
portions of the 2015 UST rule. The EPA denial letter is described (but not provided) at
hitp://www.mitchellwilliamslaw.com/federal-underground-storage-tank-rule-revisions-us-environmental-protection-
agency-is-stated-to-have-denied-extension-request ? However, | could not find it in the docket, and | am eager to obtain a
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copy of the EPA letter. Could you please send me a copy?
Thank you for your helpl!
Best Regards,

Tricia Hodkiewicz, Editor
[http://www.iikeller.com/wcsstore/CVCatalogAssetStore/images/global/email-images/white-keller-logo84.png]

+H+

From: "Lynn, Tricia" <lynn.tricia@epa.gov>
Date: August 14, 2018 at 11:44:07 AM EDT

To: Press <Press@epa.gov>
Subject: FOR REVIEW: Global Health Magazine (Cate Montana) RE: indoor Mold (8/20)

Reporter is asking about indoor mold cleanup. Cate Montana, Global Health Magazine

Suggested Response:

For attribution to “an EPA spokesperson”

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)
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Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

+++

From: Jones, Enesta

Sent: Thursday, August 09, 2018 6:38 PM

To: Cate Montana <cate@catemontana.com>
Cc: Lynn, Tricia <lynn.tricla@epa.gov>
Subject: Re: Article on toxic molds

Thanks for speaking to me just now, Cara. | will get this started for Tricia Lynn now and see what’s possible — and she’ll
be in touch when she returns tomorrow.

On Aug 9, 2018, at 6:36 PM, Cate Montana <cate@catemontana.com> wrote:

Hi Anesta -

I'm writing an article for the global health magazine What Doctors Don’t Tell You on the impact of the common indoor
molds, Cladosporium, Aspergillus, Stachybotrys, Fusarium, Penicillium, and Alternaria on human health.

The reason I'm contacting the EPA is to find out the correct guidelines for dealing with indoor molds—what chemicals to
use and what not to use to mitigate mold.

There is so much confusion in the marketplace. For example, household bleach is commonly prescribed as a solution. And
yet bleach is contraindicated for porous surfaces and recent studies show bleach can actually promulgate the spread of
spores.

I've seen the general recommendations on the EPA website. But I'm looking for specific “safe” product solutions for
people who want to deal with a mold problem themselves - the appropriate biocides to use for specific molds. Also, |
need to find out what natural products can be used effectively, such as tea tree oil and white vinegar.

Is there someone | can interview on this subject?

My deadline is August 20.

Thanks so much.

Best regards,

Cate

360-791-9885
www.catemontana.com

+++

From: "lones, Enesta" <Jones.Enesta@epa.gov>
Date: August 14, 2018 at 12:02:07 PM EDT

To: Press <Press@epa.gov>
Subject: Fwd: NC region. TV Interview for PearVideo, CatersNews and TVC.
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Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

From: Marat Sadana <msadana2@ncsu.edu>

Date: August 14, 2018 at 11:59:36 AM EDT

To: Press <Press@epa.gov>, "Marraccini, Davina" <Marraccini.Davina@epa.gov>
Subject: NC region. TV interview for PearVideo, CatersNews and TVC.

Dear Sir or Madam,

| really appreciate any time you can give me!
My name is Marat Sadana and | am a PhD student at NCSU {communication, rhetoric and digital media) and a professional
TV journalist.

I really appreciate any time that you can give. | am working on a project about the climate change, that is going to be a
documentary for PearVideo, CatersNews and TVC.

Can you please give me some of time and assist me in finding an interviewee/expert/researcher whom | could interview
in the EPA in North Carolina, Durham.

In the interview we will touch upon the unusual high ternperatures in the US, Europe and the reasons behind it - global
warming and pollution. What is being done now and what will be done in the nearest future to protect the environment.
Also, it would be good if we could cover the issue about the quitting the Paris agreement - what consequences is it
bringing and will it bring? This is going to be a very general interview - we will not get into the details. Questions about the
current US policy on this topic - can be omitted.

The interview will take about 30 minutes. . It has to be In-person interview. As for the b-roll - | will need to have a footage
of any EPA building- with the Logo, people come and go - just general b-roll to put the voiceover upon. and the b-roll of
the interviewee - s/he comes, walks, shows a chart of a climate change.

I would love to do that within this week, because of the deadlines. Thanrk you for understanding!

Thank you so much!

Marat Sadana

+++

From: "lones, Enesta" <Jones.Enesta@epa.gov>
Date: August 14, 2018 at 8:08:10 AM EDT

To: Press <Press@epa.gov>
Subject: For Review: The Intercept (Sharon Lerner) re PFAS on TSCA Inventory {Deadline: 8/14)

Nancy Beck-approved response.
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Attributable to an EPA spokesperson:

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

From: Sharon Lerner <sharon.lerner@theintercept.com>
Date: August 3, 2018 at 10:59:44 AM EDT

To: enesta Jones <Jones.Enesta@epa.gov>

Subject: question re PFAS

Hi Enesta-

I have a question related to PFAS.

On EPA’s website --https://www.epa.gov/pfas/pfas-laws-and-regulations — it says that there are 478 PFAS on the TSCA
Inventory (though the inventory is still “interim” due to inventory reset), 294 of which have been added to the inventory
since 2006.
In particular, it says: 330 non-CBI PFAS are listed on the Interim Updated TSCA Inventory. In addition, 148 CBI PFAS
are reported.

But at the recent PFAS Summit, leff Morris, director of OPPT, reported that “[n]early 900 new PFAS chemicals have come
through EPA’s TSCA program since 2006.” https://www.epa.gov/pfas/pfas-national-leadershig-summit-materials

Can you please help me understand this discrepancy? In particular, he says that 900 new PFAS “came through” the TSCA
program. Yet the website indicates that only 294 PFAS have been added to the inventory since 2006. What happened to

the other 606 PFAS that “came through” the program if they weren’t added to the TSCA inventory? Were they exempted
for some reason? Did EPA refuse to approve them for distribution in commerce?

I'd really appreciate your help in understanding this.

Thanks,
Sharon

Sharon Lerner
Reporter
The Intercept

+++
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From: "Daguillard, Robert" <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov>
Date: August 13, 2018 at 12:08:14 PM EDT

To: Press <Press@epa.gov>
Subject: FOR REVIEW: UNDARK - DDL 8/14 - Questions for EPA -- glyphosate story

SUMMARY: The reporter is taking a look at questions surrounding the glyphosate issue paper and the more
recent conversations between the agency and the glyphosate SAP. The reporter originally wanted an interview
Wlth Anna Lowit, but both she and Rick Keigwin, the pesticides chief, are out this week. Also, the program
Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP) 5
Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)
"Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (oP) He wants to hand in a tirst draft to his story this week, but will almost certainly
“feturn with more questions next week. Michael Balter — Undark (MIT publication)

—*g Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) 5

Incoming: Dear Robert,
Over the weekend I had a chance to read the above document dated December 14, 2015.

I don't know if you are familiar with this document but it takes issue with a number of aspects of the OPP's
Issue paper, some along the lines of the SAP members' critiques.

At the end the ORD ofters to work with OPP to develop the charge questions put to the SAP in Dec 2016.

Did the OPP in fact accept input from ORD in preparing those questions, or otherwise work with ORD to revise
its assessment in any way?

Response: Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

One No Response/Acknowledgement:

From: Kate McCreary <kxmb515@case.edu>
Date: August 14, 2018 at 3:15:26 PM EDT

To: Press <Press@epa.gov>

Subject: Photo Permission - Andrew Wheeler

Hello!

I am reaching out from The Alumni Association of Case Western Reserve University in Cleveland, Ohio.

Mr. Andrew Wheeler is an alumnus of Case Western Reserve University and we are mentioning his EPA appointment in
the upcoming issue of our alumni publication, Think Magazine.

We would like to include the photo of Mr. Wheeler found on his bio page. Please let me know if we have permission to
use the photo in print and online (we will only use this picture in association with the Class Note on Mr. Wheeler). If we
have permission to use it, please also provide the preferred photo credit.

Seife v. EPA (1:19-cv-05190) 7.31.2020 ED_003047_00000811-00008



Best regards,
Kate

Kate McCreary
Director for Marketing, Communications & Regional Programming
The Alumni Association | Case Western Reserve University

+++
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Message

From: Kelly Franklin [kelly.franklin@chemicalwatch.com]
Sent: 8/14/2018 7:18:10 PM

To: Daguillard, Robert [Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov]
CC: Press [Press@epa.gov]

Subject: Re: KELLY: Asbestos

Many thanks, Robert.

On Aug 14, 2018, at 3:12 PM, Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov> wrote:

Kelly, for attribution to “an EPA Spokesperson,” please:

o EPA’s 1989 asbestos regulation bans asbestos in products that had never contained asbestos
before 1989. Existing products that contained asbestos before 1989 but are no longer on the
market are not currently restricted by EPA and could enter into the market.

e  When EPA identified asbestos as one of the first 10 chemicals for risk evaluation, 1t began a
process where EPA had more than one round of input from stakeholders on understanding
asbestos uses.

e Based on that input, the Agency is confident that the uses identitied in the SNUR constitute
the universe of uses that could come back onto the market if someone wanted to
reintroduce the use. Thus the proposed SNUR i1s a good complement to the risk evaluation.

e Of course to ensure the Agency captures the universe, the proposed rule takes comment on
these uses.

Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard

Office of Media Relations

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC

+1 (202) 564-6618 (0)

Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) (M)

From: Kelly Franklin [mailto:kelly.franklin@chemicalwatch.com]
Sent: Monday, August 13, 2018 3:56 PM
To: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov>

Cc: Press <Press@epa.gov>
Subject: Re: KELLY: Asbestos

Hi Robert,

Thanks for this, and for the fact sheet that EPA put out. I did want to check to see if the agency wanted
to provide any specific feedback on the internal emails published by the New York Times on Friday
showing concerns with the way that the asbestos SNUR was worded. Is there any validity to the
concerns raised that the list of uses in the SNUR might not be exhaustive and "potentially leave[s] holes
for legacy uses to be reinstated"?

My deadline is 9:00am Wednesday.
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Thanks again,
Kelly

On 7 August 2018 at 20:12, Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov> wrote:

Good evening Kelly,

““The press reports on this issue are inaccurate. Without the proposed Significant New Use Rule
(SNUR) EPA would not have a regulatory basis to restrict manufacturing and processing for new
asbestos uses. The EPA action will prohibit companies from manufacturing, importing, or processing for
new uses of asbestos covered by the rule unless they receive approval from EPA.” — EPA spokesman”

: Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP

Kelly Franklin

North America Editor
Chemical Watch

Email: kellv.franklin@chemicalwatch.com
waaw chemicabwatch.com

Chemical
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Message

From: Abboud, Michael [abboud.michael@epa.gov]

Sent: 8/14/2018 7:11:18 PM

To: Daguillard, Robert [Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov]; Press [Press@epa.gov]
Subject: RE: FOR REVIEW: Chemical Watch (K. Franklin) - Asbestos - 8/15

Good to send.

From: Daguillard, Robert

Sent: Tuesday, August 14, 2018 2:12 PM

To: Press <Press@epa.gov>

Subject: FOR REVIEW: Chemical Watch {K. Franklin) - Asbestos - 8/15

From the program.! Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP) 4

Incoming: | did want to check to see if the agency wanted to provide any specific feedback on the internal emails
published by the New York Times on Friday showing concerns with the way that the asbestos SNUR was worded. Is there
any validity to the concerns raised that the list of uses in the SNUR might not be exhaustive and "potentially leave[s]
holes for legacy uses to be reinstated"?

Response:

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

From: Kelly Franklin [mailto:kelly.franklin@chemicalwatch.com]
Sent: Monday, August 13, 2018 3:56 PM
To: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov>

Cc: Press <Press@epa.gov>
Subject: Re: KELLY: Asbestos

Hi Robert,

Thanks for this, and for the fact sheet that EPA put out. | did want to check to see if the agency wanted to provide any
specific feedback on the internal emails published by the New York Times on Friday showing concerns with the way that
the asbestos SNUR was worded. Is there any validity to the concerns raised that the list of uses in the SNUR might not be
exhaustive and "potentially leave[s] holes for legacy uses to be reinstated"?

My deadline is 9:00am Wednesday.

Thanks again,
Kelly

On 7 August 2018 at 20:12, Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov> wrote:
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Good evening Kelly,

““The press reports on this issue are inaccurate. Without the proposed Significant New Use Rule (SNUR) EPA would not
have a regulatory basis to restrict manufacturing and processing for new asbestos uses. The EPA action will prohibit
companies from manufacturing, importing, or processing for new uses of asbestos covered by the rule unless they
receive approval from EPA.” — EPA spokesman”

i
i Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP)
i

Kelly Franklin

North America Editor
Chemical Watch

MObIIE: Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) :

H i
Email: kelly franklin@chemicalwatch.com
wwaw chemicabwatch.com

cal
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Message

From: Daguillard, Robert [Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov]

Sent: 8/13/2018 1:35:08 PM

To: Kevin Elliott [kevinelliott@downtownpublications.com]
CC: Press [Press@epa.gov]

Subject: RE: Formaldehyde, IRIS & TSCA Assessments

Kevin, for attribution to “an EPA Spokesperson,” please:
Q1: In regard to TSCA, will formaldehyde undergo any assessment?

By December of 2019, TSCA requires EPA to have 20 chemicals designated as high-priority and undergoing risk
evaluations and 20 chemicals designated as low-priornity. Additionally, under TSCA and as detailed in the risk
evaluation framework rule, EPA must ensure that at least 50 percent of all the chemicals on which risk evaluations
are being conducted at any given time are drawn from the 2014 Work Plan. Formaldehyde 1s listed on the Work
Plan and will be constdered for risk evaluation along with all other chemicals on the Work Plan. Manufacturers may
also request that EPA conduct risk evaluations for specific chemicals.

For more details, the risk evaluation process under TSCA 1s described in the risk evaluation rule:
https:/ /www.epa.gov/assessing-and-managing-chemicals-under-tsca/risk-evaluations-existing-chemicals-under-tsca

Q2: Could you provide some general information on where the current IRIS assessment of formaldehyde
is at, and when that may be released for public comment?

ORD is currently developing a new approach of soliciting program input on current and future IRIS assessments, to
ensure IRIS assessment activities are focused on the highest priority needs. The formaldehyde assessment will be
included in this activity, which will inform our next steps.

Q3: Could you speak to the changes that were undertaken at IRIS in regard to the way assessments are
done, including the formaldehyde assessment and others since 2014?

Over the past 1.5 years, ORD has been responding to NAS and GAO comments and recommendations about the
IRIS program. For example, IRIS increased transparency by engaging with stakeholders earlier in assessment
development, and IRIS has fully implemented the principles of systematic review, which creates a clearer evaluation
of the underlying science. These and other actions were presented to the NAS this past winter. NAS concluded that
EPA made substantial progress, and GAO has noted significant improvement in their high-risk criteria ratings. EPA
is also nstituting a process where EPA programs and regions will request specific assessments - outlining exactly
what they need and why, plus a timeline.

Q4: What is EPA's current position on formaldehyde risks, particularly as it relates to carcinogens. Is it
known or suspected as a carcinogen? Is there consensus yet as to what cancer(s) that includes. Will the
IRIS assessment speak to this [cancer issue?

EPA’s existing IRIS assessment for formaldehyde 1s available

at: https://ctpub.epa.gov/ncea/iris2/chemicall anding.ctm?&substance nmbr=419. In that assessment, EPA
identified formaldehyde as a probable human carcinogen, based on the incidence of nasal squamous cell carcinomas. The
IRIS formaldehyde assessment is under development to evaluate potential noncancer and cancer health effects that
result from chronic inhalation exposure.
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Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard

Office of Media Relations

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC

+1 (202) 564-6618 (0)

Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) i{M)

From: Kevin Elliott [mailto:kevinelliott@downtownpublications.com]
Sent: Tuesday, August 07, 2018 9:39 AM

To: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov>

Subject: Re: Formaldehyde, IRIS & TSCA Assessments

Robert,

We go to press next week, so | do have some flexibility. The story will need to be turned in end of the day Friday, with a
little room for edits until Monday morning. After that it goes to production.

On Tue, Aug 7, 2018 at 9:26 AM, Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov> wrote:

Kevin, a quick follow-up: Are you planning to publish your story later this week? Could we get back to you by, say,
Thursday or Friday? Asking as you seem to be in the information-gathering stage, and to have some flexibility.
Happy to discuss.

Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard

Office of Media Relations

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC

+1 (202) 564-6618 (0O)

Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) | (M)

From: Daguillard, Robert

Sent: Tuesday, August 07, 2018 8:00 AM

To: Kevin Elliott <kevinelliott@downtownpublications.com>

Cc: Kelley, Jeff <kelley.jeff@epa.gov>; Rowan, Anne <rowan.anne@epa.gov>; Bassler, Rachel
<Bassler.Rachel@epa.gov>

Subject: Re: Formaldehyde, IRIS & TSCA Assessments
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Good morning Kevin,

A quick word to acknowledge receipt. I'll be in touch.

Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard

U.S. EPA

Office of Media Relations

Washington D.C.

202-564-6618 (0)

On Aug 6, 2018, at 10:17 PM, Kevin Elliott <kevinelliott@downtownpublications.com> wrote:

Robert,

I'm working on a story about formaldehyde for our September edition of Downtown Newsmagazine in
suburban Detroit. The story is focusing on the health risk of formaldehyde, the EPA's ongoing IRIS
assessment of formaldehyde, and the next steps that would occur after the IRIS assessment process is
complete.

Could you provide some general information on where the current IRIS assessment of formaldehyde is
at, and when that may be released for public comment?

| understand that the assessment was revamped after several years ago after the NAS reviewed IRIS's
assessment and critiqued the processes that were used. Could you speak to the changes that were
undertaken at IRIS in regard to the way assessments are done, including the formaldehyde assessment
and others since 2014?

What is EPA's current position on formaldehyde risks, particularly as it relates to carcinogens. Is it
known or suspected as a carcinogen? Is there consensus yet as to what cancer(s) that includes. Will the
IRIS assessment speak to this issue?
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What steps will take place after the assessment is released?

In regard to TSCA, will formaldehyde undergo any assessment?

Finally, is it possible that Nancy Beck, EPA Deputy Assistant Administrator with the Office of chemical
Safety and Pollution Prevention might be available for any comments or a brief phone interview? |
believe her experience under three different administrations and work in the industry gives her a
unique perspective on toxics and the direction the EPA will be taking in regard to their regulation.

As | stated, I'm hoping to wrap up some basic questions early this week, but | could go later in the week
or perhaps beyond for anything more extensive. As Michigan is the home to a major chemical
manufacturer (Dow), | believe this topic will be of great interest to our readers, and hope we can offer
some unique insight.

Thank you,

Kevin Elliott
Reporter
Downtown Publications

248.792.6464 ext. 701

: Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) E (Ce” )
L T LT TEPT P PR

DOWNTOWN PUBLICATIONS
Downtown Birmingham/Bloomfield
Downtown Rochester/Rochester Hills
124 W. Maple Road Birmingham M| 48009
DownlownPublications.ocom
Facebook comyDowntownPFublications
Twitler.convDowniownPubs
OaklandConfidential. com
248.792.6484
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Message

From: Daguillard, Robert [Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov]
Sent: 10/12/2018 12:48:30 AM

To: Clementine Ford [south@harpers.org]

CC: Press [Press@epa.gov]

Subject: Re: Fact-checking inquiry from Harper's Magazine

Good evening Clementine and sorry for the delayed response.
For attribution to U.S. EPA, please:

“EPA does not have a recent estimate to confirm that figure. However, according to our 2008 summary of
termite structural damage that included review of published literature up until that time, your figure is accurate.

The Association of Structural Pest Control Regulatory Officials (www.aspcro.org/) may have more recent
information to help you confirm the figure.”

Robert Daguillard
U.S. EPA
Office of Media Relations
Washington D.C.

: Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) :(M)
302-564-661% (0)

On Oct 11, 2018, at 11:13 AM, Clementine Ford <south{@harpers.org> wrote:

Hi Robert!

Just checking in to see how this is going. My meeting is soon, and I'd like to let him know if we
think we'll have this confirmed/modified by the EPA by the end of the day. Let me know if you
can.

Best,
Clem

Clementine Ford

Editorial Assistant
Harper's Magazine

666 Broadway, 11th Floor
New York, NY 10012
(212) 420-5742

On Tue, Oct 9, 2018 at 2:04 PM Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard Robert@epa.gov> wrote:

Hullo Clem,
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$1.5 billion? Let me check.

Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard

Office of Media Relations

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC

+1 (202) 564-6618 (0O)

Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) | (M)

From: Clementine Ford [mailto:south@harpers.org]
Sent: Tuesday, October 09, 2018 2:02 PM

To: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard Robert@epa.gov>
Subject: Fact-checking inquiry from Harper's Magazine

Hi Robert,

Nice to speak to you again. I'm hoping to confirm that the minimum amount of US property
damage caused by termites each yet is 1,500,000,000. Does that number sound right to the
EPA? If not, what is the correct number?

https://'www.epa.gov/safepestcontrol/termites-how-identify-and-control-them

Here is a link from the EPA on termite damage, but it doesn't specify how many billions. Let
me know --by Thursday moring if you can-- if my figure of 1,500,000,000 dollars is correct, or
if there is a different one. Thanks so much, Robert!

Best,
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Clem

Clementine Ford

Editorial Assistant
Harper's Magazine

666 Broadway, 11th Floor
New York, NY 10012
(212) 420-5742
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Message

From: Daguillard, Robert [Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov]

Sent: 10/11/2018 4:31:38 PM

To: DiChristopher, Thomas (NBCUniversal) [Thomas.DiChristopher @NBCUNI.COM]
CC: Press [Press@epa.gov]

Subject: RE: CNBC inquiry: phrasing on E15 "ban"

Good afternoon Thomas,
On background — i.e. for attribution to U.S. EPA, please:

“E15 can be sold in RFG areas without any constraints covering about 30% of all gasoline. The RVP standard 1s the
same no matter if gasoline has renewable fuel blended into it or not.

For the rest of gasoline, conventional gasoline, E15 can be sold during the summer months only if it meets the RVP
standard without the 1-pst waiver that applies to E10. In other words, E15 1s more difticult to sell than E10 in this
scenario. This requires a different petroleum blendstock for E15 than for E10, making it more ditticult for the
market to accommodate.”

Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard

Office of Media Relations

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC

+1 (202) 564-6618 (0)

i Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) : (M)

From: DiChristopher, Thomas (NBCUniversal) [mailto:Thomas.DiChristopher@NBCUNI.COM]
Sent: Wednesday, October 10, 2018 10:39 AM

To: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov>

Subject: CNBC inquiry: phrasing on E15 "ban"

Robert, here’s the issue that our source raised with our reporting and much of the reporting on the E15 topic.

The media has used the word “ban” to characterize the summertime restrictions on sales of E15, but the Clean Air Act
does not actually explicitly ban the sale of E15 during summer months, according to the refining expert. Thus, it is
inaccurate to use the word “ban.”

Instead, it would be more accurate to say the Clean Air Act and associated regulations place restrictions or special
conditions on the sale of E15 during the summer months. Retailers throughout most of the country have chosen not to
sell E15 during those months due to those restrictions and special conditions, which could cause confusion among

consumers a the gas pump.

The example our source gave is that the retailers would have to change stickers on fuel pumps to label E15 as “flex fuel”
— if l understand him correctly.

Thanks so much for your help on this.

Best,
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Tom DiChristopher

CNBC Digital
thomas.dichristopher@®nbcuni.com
0: 201-735-3147
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Message

From: Lynn, Tricia [lynn.tricia@epa.gov]
Sent: 10/11/2018 1:45:30 PM

To: Ewing Tom [E Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) |
Subject: Re: question - VGP 3

Tom--

Note that the date for your second question is December 18", not the 31°..
On background:

EPA stands ready to assist those applying for VGP and encourages owners/operators of eligible vessels currently without
permit coverage to seek it prior to December 18, 2018.

--Tricia

From: Ewing Tom [mailto! Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) |
Sent: Thursday, October 11, 2018 9:00 AM

To: Lynn, Tricia <lynn.tricia@epa.gov>

Subject: Re: question - VGP 3

Tricia - thank you. Any insights as to why the new permit is not ready? Also, if an operator does not
have a permit now can a person realistically apply for and receive a new permit between now and
December 317

Thanks!
Tom Ewing

"reply” or _
E Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) ;\/Oice/text

From: "Lynn, Tricia" <lynn.tricia@epa.gov>
To: Ewing Tom <_Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) 5
Sent: Thursday, October 11, 2018 8:51 AM
Subject: RE: question - VGP 3

Tom—
For attribution to “an EPA spokesperson:.”

EPA’s 2013 Vessel General Permit (VGP) will not be reissued prior to its December 18, 2018
expiration date, but will be administratively continued and remain in effect until a new permit is issued.
Owners/operators of vessels operating under the administratively continued permit are expected to
comply with the terms and conditions of that permit. Because coverage under the VGP cannot be
obtained after the permit's expiration date, EPA strongly encourages owners/operators of eligible
vessels currently without permit coverage to seek it prior to December 18, 2018. EPA stands ready to
assist those applying for VGP and will continue its work on reissuing the permit, with a targeted
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timeframe of permit proposal in Spring 2019. For information about how to apply for a VGP and
eligibility requirements, visit https.//www.epa.gov/npdes/vessels-vgp.

On background:

EPA issued the Vessel General Permit (VGP) in December 2013, and it expires in December

2018. The VGP provides National Pollutant Discharge Elimination (NPDES) permit coverage for
incidental discharges into waters of the United States from commercial vessels greater than 79 feet in
length and for ballast water from commercial vessels of all sizes. EPA estimates that approximately
61,000 domestically flagged commercial vessels and approximately 8,000 foreign flagged vessels
require VGP permit coverage for such incidental discharges.

Best.

Tricia

Tricia Lynn

Office of Public Affairs
U.S. EPA

Office: 202.564.2615

From: Ewing Tom [mailto} EX. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) |
Sent: Wednesday, September 19, 2018 9:51 AM
To: Lynn, Tricia <lynn.tricia@epa.gov>

Subject: question - VGP 3

Ms. Lynn - good morning. What is the current status with EPA's
development and release of a revised Vessel General Permit (VGP)? |
think a draft VGP 3 was going to be released in the spring/summer. Did
that happen or is VGP 3 still under review by the Agency?

Thanks!
Tom Ewing

"reply" or
: Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) EVOiCG/teXt
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Message

From: Daguillard, Robert [Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov]

Sent: 10/11/2018 1:40:08 PM

To: Skye McEowen E Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP} E]

CC: Press [Press@epa.gov]

Subject: RE: [ENERGY STAR] Re: Interview Request - This Old House Magazine, Home Solutions

Attachments: response to This Old House McEowen with tips to keep warm and save money 10-10-18.docx

Good morning Skye
Please see our response, attached and on background —i.e. for attribution to U.S. EPA, please.
Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard

Office of Media Relations

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC

+1 (202) 564-6618 (0)

i Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) L (M)

From: Skye McEowen [mailtoi Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) {

Sent: Tuesday, October 09, 2018 2:16 PM

To: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov>

Subject: Re: [ENERGY STAR] Re: Interview Request - This Old House Magazine, Home Solutions

That sounds great, thank you.
Best,
Skye

On Tue, Oct 9, 2018 at 2:08 PM Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov> wrote:

Thanks, Skye. The more time, the better. We’ll try for tomorrow.

Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard

Office of Media Relations

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC

+1 (202) 564-6618 (O)

Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) | (M)

Seife v. EPA (1:19-cv-05190) 7.31.2020 ED_003047_00000859-00001



From: Skye McEowen [mailtoi__Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) {
Sent: Tuesday, October 09, 2018 2:07 PM

To: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov>
Subject: Re: [ENERGY STAR] Re: Interview Request - This Old House Magazine, Home Solutions

Hi Robert,

| did get your voicemail. | apologize for not being able to get back to you. | can wait until a Wednesday to submit these.
The story isn’t published until January, but these are needed in advance for fact-checking, etc.

| can also shoot for Thursday if that’s easier.

Best,

Skye

On Tue, Oct 9, 2018 at 1:38 PM Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov> wrote:

Good afternoon Skye,

I don’t know if you got my voicemail on Friday. Is today your hard deadline? If not, how far can you push it
back? When are you planning to publish your story? Thanks in advance.

Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard
Office of Media Relations

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Washington, DC
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+1 (202) 564-6618 (0O)

Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) i(M)

From: Skye McEowen [mailto: Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP)

Sent: Friday, October 05, 2018 9:43 AM

To: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov>

Subject: Re: [ENERGY STAR] Re: Interview Request - This Old House Magazine, Home Solutions

Good morning,

Yes, | am available to speak today at any time before 2 p.m. EST.

Best,

Skye

On Fri, Oct 5, 2018 at 9:23 AM Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Robert @epa.gov> wrote:

Good morning Karen,

Enesta will be back on Tuesday, as her out-of-office indicates. Would you and/or Skye have time to talk later
today, if only for info on the scope of your inquiry?

My contact info follows.

Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard

Office of Media Relations

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
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Washington, DC

+1 (202) 564-6618 (O)

Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) {M)

From: Schneider, Karen

Sent: Friday, October 05, 2018 9:19 AM

To: Press <Press@epa.gov>

Cc:i Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) ¢ Sylvan, Stephan <Sylvan.Stephan@epa.gov>; Montoro, Marta
<Montoro.Marta@epa.gov>; Durrett, Denise <Durrett.Denise@epa.gov>; Jones, Enesta <Jones.Enesta@epa.gov>
Subject: FW: [ENERGY STAR] Re: Interview Request - This Old House Magazine, Home Solutions

Press Office —

I’'m sending this request to you since Enesta Jones is out of the office. —thanks -Karen Schneider

Skye McEowen

Hello,

| have tried reaching out to Enesta with the EPA, and she is on leave until October 9. Is there anyone
alse | would be able to get in contact with regarding my story for This Old House?

Thank vou,

Skye

Karen Schneider (ENERCY STAR)
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Skye -
I'm forwarding vour request to Enesta jones {jones.enesta@ape.gov), our Press contact. I'm sure

vou'll hear back from her soon.

Enesta - Here's Skye's info: Skye McEowen I Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP)

thank you -~ Karen Schneider

Skye McEowen

Good afternoon,

My name is Skye McEowen. I'm working on an energy-saver piece for the Home Solutions section of This
Old House Magazine's January/February issue,

m looking Tor less—-expected tips (different from covering spaces under doors, insulating, etc.} for
neople to stay warm and save energy in their homes this winter. | have a few ideas compiled already,
such as getting an energy-saving outlet that has a timer to turn off electronics. | was hoping to speak
with someone from Energy Star to get a second opinion and any other tips | may be missing.

Feel free 1o email me back or give me a call at (740) 417-6675 if there is a time that someone may be
available 1o talk over the phone. | will be aiming to get a draft turned in by next Tuesday.

Best,

Skye Mcbowen

# or view ticket in Zendesk Support.
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Ticket # 31388
Status Open
Reguester Shkye Mobowsn
CCs  Denise Durrett, Marta Montoro, lones Enesta, Ann Balley

Group Support

Assignee Karen Schnsider
Priorhy
Type Ticket
Channel By Mail
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Message

From: Lydia Mulvany (BLOOMBERG/ NEWSROOM:) [Imulvany2@bloomberg.net]
Sent: 8/17/2018 9:35:09 PM

To: Daguillard, Robert [Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov]

CC: Press [Press@epa.gov]

Subject: RE: Dicamba lawsuit comments - Bloomberg

Thank you!

----- Original Message -----

From: Robert Daguillard <Daguillard Robert@epa.gov>
To: LYDIA MULVANY

CC: Press@epa.gov

At: 17-Aug-2018 16:27:11

Lydia, for attribution to “an EPA Spokesperson,” please:

EPA does not comment on pending litigation.

Our goal 1s to make a decision in time for growers to make informed seed purchase decisions for the

next planting season.

Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard

Office of Media Relations

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC

+1 (202) 564-6618 (0O)

Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) (M)
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From: Lydia Mulvany (BLOOMBERG/ NEWSROOM:) [mailto:lmulvany2@bloomberg.net]
Sent: Thursday, August 16, 2018 7:.03 PM

To: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard Robert@epa.gov>

Subject: RE: Dicamba lawsuit comments - Bloomberg

Hello,

Anything you can send tomorrow would be great. Thanks!

----- Original Message -----

From: Robert Daguillard <Daguillard. Robert@epa.gov>
To: LYDIA MULVANY

At: 16-Aug-2018 17:52:29

Hullo Lydia,

I highly doubtwe can get back to you this evening. Do you have any wiggle room?

Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard

Office of Media Relations

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC

+1 (202) 564-6618 (0O)

Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) i (M)

From: Lydia Mulvany (BLOOMBERG/ NEWSROOM:)
[mailto:lmulvany2(@bloomberg.net]

Sent: Thursday, August 16, 2018 5:47 PM

To: Press <Press@epa.gov>
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Cec: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard Robert@epa gov>
Subject: Dicamba lawsuit comments - Bloomberg

Hello,

I'm writing an article about dicamba which may go out
overnight. There is mention of a lawsuiltf against the
EPA for granting dicamba's registration. Please let me
know if you have any comments on the following, and
even if you can get back to me tomorrow morning, we
will be able to update the story:

---Some organizations are suing EPA for granting
dicamba's registration. It looks like oral arguments
are scheduled for Aug. 29 in Seattle (National Family
Farm Ccalition v. EPA, 9th Cir., No. 17-70196,
6/20/18.) It sounds like, among the complaints, that
they're saying the EPA's label for dicamba was too
complicated for farmers to follow, and that it
violates Endangered Species Act.

-—-—-Do you have comment about whether or not EPA
intends to renew dicamba's registration?

Thank you

Lydia Mulvany
Bloomberg News
office; +1 312 443 5972

call : Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) :
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Message

From: Daguillard, Robert [Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov]
Sent: 8/17/2018 9:26:55 PM

To: Lydia Mulvany [Imulvany2@bloomberg.net]

CC: Press [Press@epa.gov]

Subject: RE: Dicamba lawsuit comments - Bloomberg

Lydia, for attribution to “an EPA Spokesperson,” please:
EPA does not comment on pending litigation.

Our goal is to make a decision in time for growers to make informed seed purchase decisions for the next planting
season.

Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard

Office of Media Relations

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC

+1 (202) 564-6618 (0O)

i Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) | (M)

From: Lydia Mulvany (BLOOMBERG/ NEWSROOM:) [mailto:imulvany2 @bloomberg.net]
Sent: Thursday, August 16, 2018 7:03 PM

To: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov>

Subject: RE: Dicamba lawsuit comments - Bloomberg

Hello,
Anything you can send tomorrow would be great. Thanks!

----- Original Message -----
From: Robert Daguillard <Daguillard Robert{@epa.gov>

To: LYDIA MULVANY
At: 16-Aug-2018 17:52:29

Hullo Lydia,

I highly doubt we can get back to you this evening. Do you have any wiggle room?
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Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard

Office of Media Relations

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC

+1 (202) 564-6618 (O)

Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) (M)

From: Lydia Mulvany (BLOOMBERG/ NEWSROOM:) [mailto:lmulvany2@bloomberg.net]
Sent: Thursday, August 16, 2018 5:47 PM

To: Press <Press@epa.gov>

Ce: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard Robert@epa.gov>

Subject: Dicamba lawsuit comments - Bloomberg

Hello,

I'm writing an article about dicamba which may go out overnight.
There is mention of a lawsuit against the EPA for granting
dicamba's registration. Please let me know if you have any
comments on the following, and even if vyou can get back to me
tomorrow morning, we will be able to update the story:

-—--Some organizations are suing EPA for granting dicamba's
registration. It looks like oral arguments are scheduled for
Aug. 29 in Seattle (National Family Farm Coalition v. EPA, 9th
Cir., No. 17-70196, 6/20/18.) It sounds like, among the
complaints, that they're saying the EPA's label for dicamba was
too complicated for farmers to follow, and that it violates
Endangered Species Act.

---Do you have comment about whether or not EPA intends to renew
dicamba's registration?

Thank you
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Lydia Mulvany
Bloomberg News
office; +1 312 443 5972

cestl : Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) :
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Message

From: Daguillard, Robert [Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov]
Sent: 8/17/2018 9:25:14 PM

To: emest@questex.com

CC: Press [Press@epa.gov]

Subject: Elliott: Your Questions for US EPA

For attribution to “an EPA spokesperson,” please:

1. What are the dangers of improperly disposing of TV-related waste to the environment, and what are the
legal ramifications?

Electronics are complex devices, which are made of a wide variety of material components. These components can
include lead, nickel, cadmium and mercury, and could pose risks to human health and the environment it
mismanaged at their end-of-life.

Electronics also are made of valuable materials such as precious metals, copper, glass and engineered plastics.
Recycling recovers valuable materials for future use while reducing greenhouse gas emissions and pollution,
conserving energy and promoting source reduction by extracting fewer raw materials from the earth.

While there are no Federal requirements to recycle e-waste in the United States, EPA encourages the reuse and
recycling of used electronics. Furthermore, 25 states and the District of Columbia have instituted mandatory
electronics collection and recycling programs and 18 states ban cermin electronics from landfills. Visit this section of
our page for more information and links to other sources: htips:/ Swww.epa.cov/smme-clectronics  regulations.
putiatives-and-rosearch-cleciromes-stowardshup#02

The Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) is the federal statute that applies to waste, both hazardous
and nonhazardous. Certain e-waste may be regulated as hazardous waste, which means its management and disposal
1s more stringently regulated. Under RCRA, the generator of the waste 1s responsible for determining whether their
waste 1s hazardous. More information concerning hazardous waste identification and management is available
online at htipa:/ Swww.epa.gov/hw/ortera-definmnon-sobid-waste-and-solid-and-hazardous-waste-exchuions and

at pros/ S wWwWwLena. 00/ mweeneraton.

For example, older TVs and computer monitors used cathode ray tubes (CRT), which are generally hazardous waste
due to the levels of lead in the glass. EPA encourages the recycling of CRTs and has a specitic exclusion for
reuydmg CRTs Read more about the federal R(JK% requlrements tor managmg CRTs

here: hisips:/ thode-ray-rubes-ors-0 and here: htips:/ Swww.epa
abhout- 1%111 rion-used-cath - tub{fs»criisw?x w-cri-glass.

vewLenaL ooy v/ /Mfreanent-guestinns-

In addition to tederal requirements, it is important to also contact your state, local, and/or tribal government and
check specific state regulitions.

2. How are hotels recommended to dispose of electronic waste?

EPA encourages the reuse, donation, and/or recycling of used electronics such as TVs, computers, printers, copiers
and mobile phones. If recycling, EPA encourages all electronics to be recycled by a certitied electronics recycler
rhrough the available electronics recycler certification programs: Littps:/ /www.epagoy/ smm-electronios/ cortitied-

glectronics-recvalers.

Certitied electronics recyclers have demonstrated through audits and other means that they continually meet specific
high environmental standards, sately manage and remove personal data from the used electronic equipment. Once
certified, continual oversight by the independent accredited certification body holds the recycler to the pflrn'cuhr
standard. To find certified recyclers in your area go to: htips:/ /sustunableciectronios ore/recyclers or hitip
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stewirds.ore/ find-a-recveler/. Both programs provide zip code locaters to find recyclers convenient to
you. Disclaimer: This 1s for informational purposes only. EPA does not endorse these entities nor their services.

This EPA page goes into detail on Electronics Stewardship, and has helptul intormation on reuse and
donation: hittps:/ Swww.epa.sov/ som-clectronics / basic-information-aboutclecronics-stewardship. It explains how
to make eco-triendly choices on electronics at each life cycle stage, about proper disposal and recommended

purchasing, and about the benefits of electronics stewardship.

Because some states have nstituted bans on the disposal of e-waste, we recommend you check with your state
agency for information about state requirements.

3. What should hotel operators know about the process before they begin?

Hotel operators should check with their state and/or local environmental agency to determine if there are specific
requirements that would apply to them (e.g., ban on sending to landtills) or if there are collection or other events in
their area (e.g. donations) that they could participate in.

Individual operators may check with their corporate ottice to see if there are any “sustainability” goals or policies
that govern their operations.

Hotels operators can make sure that the electronics recycler they choose 1s certitied to one of the available
electronics recycling standards, the Responsible Recycling (R2) or the e-Stewards programs.

Recyclers in the United States have different specialties, so hotel operators should tind a recycler that 1s able to
provide the specific services that the hotel deems necessary (e.g., packing, transportation, reuse, data sanitization,
etc) to ensure the safe and proper management of those devices.

4. What are some common mistakes that hotel operators make during the disposal process?
This 1s not an area that EPA collects information on.

5. How can hotels go above and beyond during this process?
When purchasing new electronics, consider products that are registered to the Electronic Product Environmental
Assessment Tool (EPEAT) or have been certified to the ENERGY STAR standard.

¢ EPEAT 1s an easy-to-use resource to find electronic products with positive environmental attributes (e.g.,
manufactured with less toxic materials and more recycled materials, use less energy). EPEAT 1s an
international standard for green electronics that, as of 2015, was available in 43 countries with over 124
million registered products. Read more about EPEAT
here: hetps:/ Swww.epnpov/ greenerproducts /electronic-product-eavironmenta
see more about buying greener products here: htos:/ Sweow.epagov/greenerpre

sessment-tool-eneat and

55

¢ ENERGY STAR 1s an EPA voluntary program that helps businesses and individuals save money and
protect our climate through superior energy etficiency. Lean more about ENERGY STAR,

Hotels could consider calculating their environmental benefits using the Electronics Environmental Benefits
Calculator (EEBC), which can be found at: hifps://swww.epagov/fee/using-clecoonics-environmentil-benelits-
caloularor-eebe 7252012

In addition to these tips about managing electronics, hotel operators can examine the hotel’s operations (dining,
meetings, laundry, etc.) to make them more sustainable.
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Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard

Office of Media Relations

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC

+1 (202) 564-6618 (0)

! Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) (M)
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Message

From: Daguillard, Robert [Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov]
Sent: 8/17/2018 9:18:38 PM

To: Brianna Jackson [bjackson125@bloomberg.net]
CC: Press [Press@epa.gov]

Subject: RE: Reaching out...

Hey Brianna,
On background, please:

Response: The remaining 49 percent includes primarily pre- MY 2007 diesel trucks. A much smaller
amount of alternative fuel trucks would be included as well but we can’t easily get the exact percentage.

Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard

Office of Media Relations

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC

+1 (202) 564-6618 (0O)

| Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) | (M)

From: Brianna Jackson (BLOOMBERG/ NEWSROOM:) [mailto:bjackson125@bloomberg.net]
Sent: Friday, August 10, 2018 4:38 PM

To: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov>

Subject: RE: Reaching out...

Hi Robert,
Yes. Just trying to see what other fuel makes up the other 49 percent of the heavy-duty fleet industry.
Thanks so much. | look forward to speaking with you next week.

Happy Friday and enjoy your weekend,
Brianna

From: Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov At: 08/10/18 16:27:37
To: Brianna Jackson (BLOOMBERG/ NEWSROOM: )
Subject: RE: Reaching out...

Thanks, Brianna. To clarify: You mean, what categories of trucks, other than clean-diesels make up
the current heavy-duty fleet, correct?

Sorry for the delay. I checked with the program folks, and they’re pretty contident we can get you
something Monday or Tuesday.
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Thanks for your patience.

Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard

Office of Media Relations

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC

+1 (202) 564-6618 (0O)

Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) i (M)

From: Brianna Jackson (BLOOMBERG/ NEWSROOM:)
[mailto:bjackson125@bloomberg.net]

Sent: Thursday, August 09, 2018 11:26 AM

To: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard. Robert@epa.gov>
Subject: RE: Reaching out...

Hi Robert,

Thanks for getting back to me on those numbers. | guess my only follow-up question
would be what makes up the other 49 percent of truck penetration in the U.S.?

Many thanks,

Bri

From: Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov At: 08/09/18 09:19:49

To: Brianna Jackson (BLOOMBERG,/ NEWSROOM: )
Cc: Presslepa.gov
Subject: RE: Reaching out...

Hullo Brianna,
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For attribution to “an EPA Spokespeson,” please. Let us know if you have any
tollow-up questions.

¢ About 40 percent of transit buses in the U.S. run on CNG?

A: Unfortunately, we do not have the latest data to answer this question. The
Energy Information Administration’s Annual Energy Outlook 1s a good source for
recent and projected estimates on the penetration of various fuel types and
consumption in transit buses and other heavy duty vehicles.

¢ About 60 percent of trash trucks in the U.S. run on CNG?
A: We are not aware of any official data that can confirm this estimate.

o Natural gas is 90 percent cleaner than the EPA's current NOx
standard?

A:Correct, for example, the Cummins Westport ISL G engine 1s EPA and CARB
certified to 0.02 grams per brake horsepower hour (g/bhp-hr) NOx

¢« The EPA's current NOx standard is 0.2 grams per brake horsepower
per hour?

A: Correct

¢ Also, could you give me some numbers on how much penetration
clean diesel has right now and how clean it is?

A It 1s estimated that the clean diesel (MY2007 and later) trucks represent about
51% of the heavy-duty tleet in CY2016. For comparing the pre- and post-2007
standards, 1t’s not so easy for NOx, as prior to 2007, it was an “NMHC + NOx”
standard (2.4 g/bhp-hr), whereas 2007-and-newer engines have separate HC (0.14
g/bhp-hr) and NOx (0.2 g/bhp-hr) standards. You could say that “NMHC + NOx”
for 2007-and-newer engines is 0.34 g/bhp-hr (0.14 + 0.2), which is a 85% reduction
trom pre-2007 levels.

Cheers, R.
Robert Daguillard

Office of Media Relations
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC

+1 (202) 564-6618 (0O)

Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) | (M)

From: Brianna Jackson (BLOOMBERG/ NEWSROOM:)
[mailto:bjackson125@bloomberg.net]

Sent: Wednesday, August 01, 2018 10:18 AM

To: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard. Robert@epa.gov>
Subject: RE: Reaching out...

Hi Robert,

That would be great. Is there a time that works best for you?

Best,

Brianna

From: Daguillard.Robertlepa.gov At: 08/01/18 10:13:45

To: Brianna Jackson (BLOOMBERG,/ NEWSROOM: ) ,
Jones.Enestalepa.gov

Cc: Presslepa.gov

Subject: RE: Reaching out...

Brianna, as per our phone conversation yesterday, feel free to check
with me on the status of this inquiry. We can connect later today, if
you like.

Cheers, R.
Robert Daguillard
Office of Media Relations

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
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Washington, DC

+1 (202) 564-6618 (O)

Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) (M)

From: Jones, Enesta

Sent: Wednesday, August 01, 2018 10:11 AM

To: Brianna Jackson <bjackson125@bloomberg.net>

Cc: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard. Robert@epa.gov>; Press
<Press@epa.gov>

Subject: Re: Reaching out...

Hi Brianna, Robert Daguillard is your contact. He should be
in contact ASAP with a status update.

On Aug 1, 2018, at 10:10 AM, Brianna Jackson
(BLOOMBERG/ NEWSROOM:)
<bjacksoni1zb@bloomberg.net> wrote:

Good morning Enesta,
Thank you again for the update on those numbers | wanted
to check. Just wanted to send you a note to keep me

updated on if anyone responds to you today. If | could get it
by the end of the day Friday that would be perfect.

Cheers,

Brianna
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Message

From: Daguillard, Robert [Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov]
Sent: 8/17/2018 9:11:03 PM

To: Mihir Zaveri [mihir.zaveri@nytimes.com]

CC: Press [Press@epa.gov]

Subject: RE: Glyphosate and cereals, oats

Mihir, with apologies for the late response:

We are currently reviewing public comments received on the draft assessment and plan to publish the proposed
interim registration review decision for glyphosate in 2019. The proposed interim registration review decision will
outline any proposed mitigation measures to reduce risk, if any are needed. - EPA Spokesperson.

Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard

Office of Media Relations

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC

+1 (202) 564-6618 (0O)

Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) (M)

From: Mihir Zaveri [mailto:mihir.zaveri@nytimes.com]
Sent: Wednesday, August 15, 2018 3:09 PM

To: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov>
Cc: Press <Press@epa.gov>

Subject: Re: Glyphosate and cereals, oats

Hello -- I'd like to add one more question, so both questions together:

-- Would the EWG report today make you question any of the findings that glyphosate is not likely carcinogenic to
humans?

-- What do you think about the Environmental Working Group in general? Do they present fair arguments or
counterpoints?

Mihir

On Wed, Aug 15, 2018 at 2:39 PM Mihir Zaveri <mihir.zaveri@nytimes.com> wrote:

Hi, would the EWG report today make you question any of the findings that glyphosate is not likely carcinogenic to
humans?

On Wed, Aug 15, 2018 at 1:22 PM Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov> wrote:
Hullo Mihir,

For attribution to “an EPA Spokesperson,” please:

As stated in our December 2017 announcement, EPA’s draft human health risk assessment concluded that glyphosate
is not likely to be carcinogenic to humans. Qur assessment found no other meaningful risks to human health when
the product is used according to the pesticide label. The Agency’s scientific findings are consistent with other
countries and regulatory authorities including the Canadian Pest Management Regulatory Agency, Australian Pesticide
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and Veterinary Medicines Authority, European Food Safety Authority, the European Chemicals Agency, German
Federal Institute for Occupational Safety and Health, the Joint FAO/WHO Meeting on Pesticide Residues, the New
Zealand Environmental Protection Authority, and Food Safety Commission of Japan.

EPA’s human health review evaluated dietary, residential/non-occupational, aggregate, and occupational exposures.
Additionally, the Agency performed an in-depth review of the glyphosate cancer database, including data from
epidemiological, animal carcinogenicity, and genotoxicity studies.

We are currently reviewing public comments received on the draft assessment and plan to publish the proposed
interim registration review decision for glyphosate in 2019. The proposed interim registration review decision will

outline any proposed mitigation measures to reduce risk, if any are needed.

For more information read our Revised Glyphosate Issue Paper: Evaluation of Carcinogenic Potential.

Robert Daguillard
U.S. EPA
Office of Media Relations

H I3
i Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) 'M)
i e }

202-564-6618 (0)

On Aug 15, 2018, at 11:35 AM, Mihir Zaveri <mihir.zaveri@nytimes.com> wrote:

Thank you -- appreciate your acknowledgement!
Mihir

On Wed, Aug 15, 2018 at 11:34 AM Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov> wrote:

Good morning Mihir,

A quick work to acknowledge receipt. We'll be in touch soon.

Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard

Office of Media Relations

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC

+1 (202) 564-6618 (0O)

Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) (M)
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From: Mihir Zaveri [mailto:mihir.zaveri@nytimes.com]
Sent: Wednesday, August 15, 2018 11:26 AM

To: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov>
Subject: Glyphosate and cereals, oats

Hello, this is Mihir Zaveri, I'm a reporter with The New York Times. I'm working on a story today
about this new report from the Environmental Working Group that shows certain levels of the
chemical "glyphosate" in cereal, granola, and other food products.

I'm sure you have been over these points before, but the report suggests that glyphosate is linked to
cancer, and supports that notion with a WHO agency designation and California state designation as
well as the recent settlement in California earlier this month. The report further suggests that the
levels of glyphosate that they found could particularly put children at risk.

Hoping to get an answer to some questions:

-- It's my understanding that the federal government does not consider glyphosate to be linked to
cancer, is this true?

-- Are there any risks associated with glyphosate for parents, or general population, to be concerned
about?

-- Why is there this dissonance between what federal regulators say and what, for example, the state
of California says regarding Glyphosate?

-- How would EPA respond to the public who might read this EWG report and be scared that their
children might not be safe if they eat these foods? Or others?

-- The EWG scientists assert that glyphosate applied later in a crop cycle reflects an increased risk
compared to that applied earlier in the cycle. Is there any reason to challenge this notion?

-- When do the draft risk assessments published in December become final and what more is there to
do in that process?

Thank you, | am writing this story today and it will go online later this afternoon.

Thank you,
Mihir
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Message

From: Jones, Enesta [Jones.Enesta@epa.gov]

Sent: 8/17/2018 9:07:45 PM

To: Konkus, John [konkus.john@epa.gov]

CC: Press [Press@epa.gov]

Subject: Re: Open Inquiries’ End-of the-Day (EOD) Edition, 8/17/18

Tnx John. You too!

On Aug 17, 2018, at 5:07 PM, Konkus, John <konkus.john@epa.gov> wrote:

Enesta: Per our phone call to review and talk through these, we're good to go.
Thanks and have a great weekend everyone.

John

From: Jones, Enesta

Sent: Friday, August 17, 2018 4:46 PM

To: Konkus, John <konkus.jiohn@epa.gov>

Subject: Fwd: Open Inquiries’ End-of the-Day (EOD) Edition, 8/17/18

Tnx!

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Jones, Enesta"” <lones.Enesta@epa.gov>

Date: August 17, 2018 at 4:01:33 PM EDT

To: "Konkus, John" <konkus.jchn@epa.gov>, "Block, Molly" <block. molly@epa.gov>, "Abboud, Michael"
<abboud.michael@epa.gov>, "Hewitt, James" <hewitt.james@epa.gov>

Cc: "Grantham, Nancy" <Grantham.Nancy@epa.gov>, "Jones, Enesta" <Jones.Enesta@epa.gov>, "Daguillard, Robert"
<Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov>

Subject: Open Inquiries’ End-of the-Day (EOD) Edition, 8/17/18

17 Awaiting Third-Floor Approval; 8 No Acknowledgement/Response.

From: Jones, Enesta
Sent: Friday, August 17, 2018 3:53 PM

To: Press <Press@epa.gov>
Subject: For Review: Oklahoman {(Jack Money) re Anchor Glass settlement (DDL: 8/17)

This reporter is asking for the consent decree for Anchor Glass.! Ex. § Deliberative Process (DP)

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

+++

The Oklahoman (Jack Money) [Received 8/7] — OPEN — When will Anchor Glass settlement be signed? DDL: Flexible.
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+H+

From: Jones, Enesta

Sent: Friday, August 17, 2018 2:52 PM

To: Press <Press@epa.gov>

Subject: For Review: Bloomberg Environment (Sylvia Carignan) re OSRE pilot program {Deadline: 8/17)

Susan Bodine-approved response:

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

From: scarignan@bloombergenvironment.com [mailto:scarignan@hbloombergenvironment.com]
Sent: Monday, August 13, 2018 11:14 AM

Subject: OSRE pilot program
Hi all,

Hope you had a good weekend. I'd like to know more about OSRE’s pilot program mentioned in the Superfund task force’s
2018 update. On pg. 36, the report says the office will pilot an approach where any existing company spins off a new
corporate entity that would conduct cleanup.

I'd like to know what EPA’s role would be in creating spinoffs, and I'd like to talk to Cyndy Mackey about this. Let me know
when she’s available this week for a phone call.

aaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaa

Sylvia Carignan
Reporter, Superfund and Waste

Bloomberg BNA

+++

From: Daguillard, Robert
Sent: Friday, August 17, 2018 2:24 PM

Subject: FWmed|aqueryon federal facility recommendations in Superfund task force report

Third Floor, do you want to handle, as this concerns the task force? Or should | send to the program?
Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard

Office of Media Relations

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC
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+1 (202) 564-6618 (0)

i
! Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) M)

From: Suzanne Yohannan [mailto:suzanne.yohannan@iwpnews.com]

Sent: Friday, August 17, 2018 2:18 PM

To: Press <Press@epa.gov>

Subject: media query on federal facility recommendations in Superfund task force report

Dear Press officer,

I'm a reporter for Inside EPA. | have a few questions that relate to the Superfund task force recommendations specific to
federal facilities.

1.l understand that EPA enforcement staff or officials were supposed to meet with military service officials this month on
the Superfund reforms. Could you tell me what was/is on the agenda for these discussions? Were there any
disagreements? What did they agree to?

The 2018 update of the Superfund reform recommendations says that the recommendations that pertain to federal
facility sites/agencies (recommendations #15, 18, 19, 30) are either partially or almost complete. | have a few questions
related to these:

2. For recommendation #15 - Speed settlement process where there are federal PRPs at a site, EPA in the 2018 update
report says this has been partially completed. The update says EPA developed model federal agency language to address
common settlement delays. Is EPA releasing this model language? Were there any other policy changes made under this

recommendation?

3. For recommendation #18, can you release the policy/tools EPA created to meet the recommendation to reinforce
adherence to informal and formal dispute timelines in FFAs? What more needs to be done under this recommendation?

4. For recommendation #19, will there be any policy developed to address redelegating CERCLA authorities from one
agency to another at mixed ownership mining sites?

5. For recommendation #30, EPA is revising a federal facility enforcement guidance aimed at increasing EPA's flexibility to
offer comfort to transferees over concerns about cleanup liability. Could you tell me the status of this guidance? When do
you expect it to be finalized? Could | obtain a copy once itis?

My deadline is Thursday (Aug. 23) at 9 a.m.

| can be reached at the email or number below.

Thanks very much.

Sincerely,
Suzanne Yohannan

Inside EPA
+++

From: Jones, Enesta
Sent: Friday, August 17, 2018 12:28 PM
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To: Press <Press@epa.gov>
Subject: For Review: E&FE {Ariel Wittenberg) re 404c veto changes (DDL: noon, 8/17)

Dave Ross-approved response:

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

From: "awittenberg@eenews.net” <awittenberg@eenews.net>
Date: August 17, 2018 at 9:02:59 AM EDT

Subject: 404c veto changes3€”E&E News

Hi everyone,

We've been hearing from sources that EPA has started working to change regulations about when EPA will initiate the
404c veto process, along the lines of the memo former Admin. Pruitt signed back in June. We'll be publishing a story in
Greenwire today and so | wanted to check if you have any comment?

My deadline is noon.

Thanks,

Ariel

Ariel Wittenberg
Reporter, E&E News

+++

From: "lones, Enesta" <Jones.Enesta@epa.gov>
Date: August 17, 2018 at 11:46:12 AM EDT

To: Press <Press@epa.gov>
Subject: For Review: E&E (Sean Reilly) re proposed amendments to clay ceramics NESHAP (DDL: noon, 8/17)

On backgroundi Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

From: Sean Reilly <sreilly@eenews.net>
Date: August 17, 2018 at 10:12:04 AM EDT

To: Press <Press@epa.gov>
Subject: Proposed amendments to clay ceramics NESHAP

Hi folks:
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Quick question related to a story I'm doing this morning on this proposed rule (https://s3.amazonaws.com/public-
inspection.federalregister.gov/2018-17933.pdf), given that the NESAHP regs in question also apply to brick
manufacturers.

Is EPA planning a separate proposed rule to address other concerns raised by the brick industry and, if so, is there an
approximate ETA for publication in the Federal Register?

My deadline is noon today.

Thanks,
Sean

Sean Reilly
+++

From: "Daguillard, Robert" <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov>
Date: August 17, 2018 at 11:23:20 AM EDT

To: Press <Press@epa.gov>
Subject: FOR APPROVAL: Proposed response to ADAO re: Asbestos.

The Toxic Chemicals program is objecting to the part of a news release from the Asbestos Disease Awareness Organization
(ADAO), https://www.0a0a.com/news/business/article 2f1ac6d3-0444-5584-830f-7¢7672e3a9d5.him?mode=jgm, that
says the Obama Administration was planning to ban asbestos. OK to send the proposed response?

Statement from ADAQ: This problem formulation completes the single-minded effort of the Trump EPA’ to narrow the
asbestos risk evaluation to the point of ignoring nearly all the risks of asbestos in American workplaces, residences,
schools and commercial buildings-- undoing the decision of the ‘Obama EPA’ to use the reformed Toxic Substances
Control Act to finally impose a much-delayed ban on asbestos use in the U.S., which now is virtually unregulated.

EPA response:! Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP) i

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

++

From: "Daguillard, Robert" <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov>
Date: August 17, 2018 at 10:47:36 AM EDT

To: Press <Press@epa.gov>
Subject: For Review: BNV - Delay of neonic pesticide reviews

The program saysi Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP) i
Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP) EGOOd tosend?

Incoming: | see that EPA has edited its webpage to delay the review of neonics to next year
https://www.epa.gov/pollinator-protection/schedule-review-neonicotinoid-pesticides (see attachment). Why is a delay
necessary? Have you announced this delay? Do you plan to make an announcement?
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Response:! Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP) g

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

From: Stecker, Tiffany [rnailto:tstecker@bloombergenvironment.com]
Sent: Friday, August 17, 2018 9:19 AM

To: Press <Press@epa.gov>

Cc: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov>

Subject: Delay of neonic pesticide reviews

Hello all,

| see that EPA has edited its webpage to delay the review of neonics to next yearhttps://www.epa.gov/pollinator-
protection/schedule-review-neonicotinoid-pesticides (see attachment). Why is a delay necessary? Have you announced
this delay? Do you plan to make an announcement?

Deadline is as soon as possible.
Thanks!
Tiffany

SOBIOBOIIBISIIOIIIBISPIHH>
Tiffany Stecker

++

From: "Daguillard, Robert" <Daguillard . Robert@epa.gov>
Date: August 17, 2018 at 8:46:12 AM EDT

To: Press <Press@epa.gov>
Subject: For Review: Dicamba lawsuit comments - Bloomberg

The reporter says she can still accept our response this AM. The program recommends the following. Please advise
whether it's good to send:

| Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP) |

] Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard

Office of Media Relations

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC

+1 (202) 564-6618 (O)

: Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) ;M)

From: Lydia Mulvany (BLOOMBERG/ NEWSROOM:) [mailto:Imulvany2@bloomberg.net]
Sent: Thursday, August 16, 2018 5:47 PM

To: Press <Press@epa.gov>
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Cc: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov>
Subject: Dicamba lawsuit comments - Bloomberg

Hello,

I'm writing an article about dicamba which may go out overnight. There is mention of a lawsuit against the EPA for
granting dicamba's registration. Please let me know if you have any comments on the following, and even if you can get
back to me tomorrow morning, we will be able to update the story:

---Some organizations are suing EPA for granting dicamba's registration. It looks like oral arguments are scheduled for
Aug. 29 in Seattle (National Family Farm Coalition v. EPA, 9th Cir., No. 17-70196, 6/20/18.) It sounds like, among the
complaints, that they're saying the EPA's label for dicamba was too complicated for farmers to follow, and that it violates
Endangered Species Act.

---Do you have comment about whether or not EPA intends to renew dicamba's registration?

Thank you

Lydia Mulvany
Bloomberg News

From: "Daguillard, Robert" <Daguillard Robert@epa.gov>
Date: August 16, 2018 at 5:46:45 PM EDT

To: Press <Press@epa.gov>
Subject: For Review: Washington Post - Glyphosate inquiry

From the program. Good to send?

Incoming: looking for reference dose for glyphosate. Have seen everything from .1 mg/kg of bodyweight to 2mg/kg bw.

Response: | Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

From: Dewey, Caitlin [mailto:Caitlin.Dewey@washpost.com]
Sent: Thursday, August 16, 2018 4:51 PM

To: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard . Robert@epa.gov>
Subject: Glyphosate inquiry

Hey — again, looking for reference dose for glyphosate. Have seen everything from .1 mg/kg of bodyweight to 2mg/kg bw.
We want to be able to say what daily level of glyphosate consumption EPA considers safe — let me know if that’s not the
figure | should be using. Thanks!

Caitlin

Caitlin Dewey
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The Washington Post
@caitlindewey // 202-334-9325 {desk)

Note: If 'm not available to take your call, email is best.
+++

From: "Daguillard, Robert" <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov>
Date: August 16, 2018 at 5:02:00 PM EDT

To: Press <Press@epa.gov>
Subject: For Review: Bloomberg News - Diesel Truck Follow-up - DDL ASAP

Response to a follow-up ingiury on diesel trucks from Bloomberg News. Good to send?

ORIGINAL RESPONSE: It is estimated that the clean diesel (MY2007 and later) trucks represent about 51% of the heavy-
duty fleet in CY2016. For comparing the pre- and post-2007 standards, it’'s not so easy for NOx, as prior to 2007, it was an
“NMHC + NOx” standard (2.4 g/bhp-hr), whereas 2007-and-newer engines have separate HC (0.14 g/bhp-hr) and NOx (0.2
g/bhp-hr) standards. You could say that “NMHC + NOx” for 2007-and-newer engines is 0.34 g/bhp-hr {(0.14 + 0.2), which is
a 85% reduction from pre-2007 levels.

Follow up: | guess my only follow-up question would be what makes up the other 49 percent of truck penetration in the
us.?

Response: | Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

i Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

From: Brianna Jackson {(BLOOMBERG/ NEWSROOM:) [mailto:bjackson125@bloomberg.net]
Sent: Thursday, August 09, 2018 11:26 AM

To: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov>

Subject: RE: Reaching out...

Hi Robert,
Thanks for getting back to me on those numbers. | guess my only follow-up question would be what makes up the other
49 percent of truck penetration in the U.S.?

+++

From: "Daguillard, Robert” <Daguillard Robert@epa.gov>
Date: August 16, 2018 at 4:34:31 PM EDT

To: Press <Press@epa.gov>
Subject: For Review:: Reuters News inquiry - dicamba

From the program. OK to send for attribution?

Incoming #1: Can you please confirm that EPA plans to announce this month its decision on whether to extend the
registration for dicamba? That is what Mike Goodis said in this DTN
article:https://www.dinpf.com/agriculture/web/ag/news/crops/article/2018/08/09/epa-listens-dicamba-discussion

Response #1:} Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

E Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP) :
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Incoming #2: | am planning to report that EPA officials including Reuben Baris visited farms in Tennessee, Missouri and
Arkansas in July for a first-hand look at damage from dicamba moving off target. Can you please tell me why EPA wanted
to take that tour?

Response #2: Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP) |

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

Incoming #3: Can you please explain how EPA will make its decision about whether to extend the registration for
dicamba?

Response #3:! Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

Incoming #4: Does the agency have any comment on states such as lllinois, Indiana and North Dakota receiving more
complaints this year than last year on dicamba damage?

Response #4:1 Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP) :

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard

Office of Media Relations

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC

+1 (202) 564-6618 (O}

: Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) :(M)

From: Polansek, Tom (Reuters) [mailto:Thomas.Polansek@thomsonreuters.com]
Sent: Friday, August 10, 2018 5:51 PM

To: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard . Robert@epa.gov>

Subject: Reuters News inquiry - dicamba

Hi Robert, This is Tom Polansek from Reuters News in Chicago. Hope you are doing well!

I would like to ask for a comment for an article that | am writing about the herbicide called dicamba.

Can you please confirm that EPA plans to announce this month its decision on whether to extend the registration for
dicamba? That is what Mike Goodis said in this DTN
article:https://www.dtnpf.com/agriculture/web/ag/news/crops/article/2018/08/09/epa-listens-dicamba-discussion
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I am planning to report that EPA officials including Reuben Baris visited farms in Tennessee, Missouri and Arkansas in July
for a first-hand look at damage from dicamba moving off target. Can you please tell me why EPA wanted to take that
tour?

Can you please explain how EPA will make its decision about whether to extend the registration for dicamba?

Does the agency have any comment on states such as Illinois, Indiana and North Dakota receiving more complaints this
year than last year on dicamba damage?

Please get back to me by the end of the day on Tuesday, Aug. 14. Thank you!

Tom

Tom Polansek
Reporter
Thomson Reuters

i+

I"d direct her toé Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

3

Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard

Office of Media Relations

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC

+1 {202) 564-6618 (0)

E Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) ?\M)

From: Mihir Zaveri [mailto:mihir.zaveri@nytimes.com]

Sent: Wednesday, August 15, 2018 3:09 PM

To: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard. Robert@epa.gov<mailto:Daguillard. Robert@epa.gov>>
Cc: Press <Press@epa.gov<mailto:Press@epa.gov>>

Subject: Re: Glyphosate and cereals, cats

Hello -- I'd like to add one more question, so both questions together:

-- Would the EWG report today make you question any of the findings that glyphosate is not likely carcinogenic to
humans?

-- What do you think about the Environmental Working Group in general? Do they present fair arguments or
counterpoints?

Mihir

+++

Now with Rich Yamada’s edits. Please advise if this is OK to send.

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)
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Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard

Office of Media Relations

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC

+1 {202) 564-6618 (0)

i Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) E(M)

From: Konkus, John

Sent: Tuesday, August 14, 2018 3:55 PM

To: Jones, Enesta <lones.Enesta@epa.gov<mailto:Jones Enesta@epa.gov>>; Block, Molly
<block.molly@epa.gov<mailto:block.molly @epa.gov>>; Hewitt, James
<hewitt.james@epa.gov<mailto:hewitt. james@epa.gov>>; Abboud, Michael
<abboud.michael@epa.gov<mailto:abboud.michael@epa.gov>>

Cc: Grantham, Nancy <Grantham.Nancy@epa.gov<mailto:Grantham.Nancy@epa.gov>>; Daguillard, Robert
<Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov<mailto:Daguillard Robert@epa.gov>>; Lynn, Tricia
<lynn.tricia@epa.gov<mailto:lynn.tricia@epa.gov>>

Subject: RE: Open Inquiries, 8/14/18

Who in ORD approved this response: Response: Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

You can say, Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

Everything else is good to go.

Thank you Enestal

+++

The program is recommendingi Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP) The reporter said she’d accept general information
along those lines, as she’s on a tight deadline and plans to file her story by the end of the day. OK to send?

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

From: Vyas, Aditi X. -ND [mailto:Aditi.X. Vyas.-ND@abc.com]

Sent: Thursday, August 16, 2018 9:20 AM

To: Mears, Mary <Mears.Mary@epa.gov<mailto:Mears.Mary@epa.gov>>
Subject: Requesting an interview an expert

Hi Mary,
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Hope this email finds you well. My name is Aditi Vyas and I'm a physician on the medical unit for ABC News. We are doing
a digital story on a recent study that came out saying DDE {insecticide) is related to autism. {I've attached the study to this
email).

I was wondering if you could put me in touch with an expert who might be able to give me some comments regarding
pesticides in general?

Thank you so much and | look forward to hearing from you,
Aditi

[ABCLOGO?]
Aditi Vyas MD, MHA | Resident Physician, Resident ABC NEWS Medical Unit | 47 West

+++

From: "Lynn, Tricia" <lynn.tricia@epa.gov>
Date: August 16, 2018 at 11:02:56 AM EDT

Subject: FOR REVIEW: Waterways Journal {Jim Meyers) RE: "How's My Waterway" app. (8/16)

Reporter is asking about the “How’s My Waterway” web app. Jim Meyers, Waterways DC.

Suggested Response:
On background:

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

From: Jim Myers [mailtoi Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) i
Sent: Wednesday, August 15, 2018 12:27 PM

To: Press <Press@epa.gov>
Subject: Media inquiry on EPA link

Hello,

| received the link below as part of one of my news alerts. Not sure what to make of it? Is it a new link
now open to the public? Any other information?

Thanks,

Jim Myers
The Waterways Journal
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+++

From: Lynn, Tricia
Sent: Wednesday, August 15, 2018 3:30 PM

Subject: FOR REVIEW: Hotel Ma nagement Magazine (Elliott Mest) RE: TV Recycling (8/16)

Reporter is asking about TV recycling. Elliott Mest, Hotel Management Magazine.

_Suggested Response:

For attribution to “an EPA spokesperson,”

1. What are the dangers of improperly disposing of TV-related waste to the environment, and what are the
legal ramifications?

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

2. How are hotels recommended to dispose of electronic waste?
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Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

3. What should hotel operators know about the process before they begin?

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

4, What are some common mistakes that hotel operators make during the disposal process?
Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

5. How can hotels go above and beyond during this process?

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)
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Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

From: Elliott Mest [mailto:emest@questex.com]

Sent: Thursday, August 09, 2018 5:07 PM

To: Lynn, Tricia <lynn.tricia@epa.gov>

Subject: Re: Press Inquiry: Hotel Management Magazine TV Recycling Article

Hi Tricia,
Great! My deadline for this story is next Thursday, August 16. Here are the questions | would like to ask:

1. What are the dangers of improperly disposing of TV-related waste to the environment, and what are
the legal ramifications?

2. How are hotels recommended to dispose of electronic waste?

3. What should hotel operators know about the process before they begin?

4. What are some common mistakes that hotel operators make during the disposal process?
5. How can hotels go above and beyond during this process?

Thank you,
Elliott

i+

From: "lones, Enesta" <Jones.Enesta@epa.gov<mailto:Jones.Enesta@epa.gov>>
Date: August 15, 2018 at 4:45:39 PM EDT

To: Press <Press@epa.gov<mailto:Press@epa.gov>>

Subject: For Review: The Intercept (Sharon Lerner) re Chemours and HFCs (DDL: 8/15)
OAR-drafted response:

On background:i Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP) i

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)
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Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

From: Sharon Lerner <sharon.lerner@theintercept.com<mailto:sharon.lerner@theintercept.com>>
Date: August 13, 2018 at 10:58:01 AM EDT

To: Press <Press@epa.gov<mailto:Press@epa.gov>>

Subject: question about Chemours meeting

Hi EPA Press office -

'm writing about a meeting between Chemours CEQ Mark Vergnano and several EPA officials that took
place in May of 2017. According to the record of the meeting, which was noted in Scott Pruitt’s public
calendar and was also requested in a letter from Vergnano that was included in EPA’s production to the
Sierra Club, Chemours asked EPA to “help protect U.S.

leadership in [the refrigerant] space and protect significant new U.S. investments the company has
made.” The company also asked for EPA to help ensure a “level playing field” against natural refrigerants.

I'm seeking a comment on what if anything the EPA has done to help protect Chemours investment and
level the playing field against natural refrigerants. Also, I'd welcome any comments about how EPA

generally sets policy around which refrigerant chemicals will be used to replace HFCs.

My deadline is 5 pm on Wednesday.

Thank you,
Sharon

Sharon Lerner

Reporter

The Intercept

No Acknowledgement/Response:

From: Bonnie Eslinger <bonnie.eslinger@law360.com>
Date: August 17, 2018 at 2:22:38 PM EDT

Subject: Law360: "Coalition Of 23 States, Counties, And Cities in Opposing Trump EPA Plan To Censor
Agency Science"

My name is Bonnie Eslinger; | am a news reporter with Law360.

lam writing a story this afternoon on a tight deadline about a coalition lead by New York Attorney
General Barbara D. Underwood are calling on EPA Administrator Andrew Wheeler to withdraw the
proposed "Strengthening Transparency in Regulatory Science" rule, saying they stand ready to sue if the
scientific study publication rule isn't pulled.
https://ag.ny.gov/press-release/ag-underwood-leads-coalition-2 3-states-counties-and-cities-opposing-

trump-epa-plan
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Does the EPA wish to comment?
Please feel free to respond by email or phone, whichever is easiest for you.

Thank you,
Bonnie

Bonnie Eslinger
646-856-7091

From: Gregory Meyer <gregory.meyer@ft.com>
Date: August 17, 2018 at 2:01:23 PM EDT

To: Press <Press@epa.gov>
Subject: RFS query from Financial Times

I am a reporter at the Financial Times, writing with a query about the RFS.
The 2019 RVO proposed rulemaking states that EPA evaluated "petitions for exemption from 20 small
refineries for the 2016 RFS standards (3 of which were owned by a small refiner) and 29 small refineries

for the 2017 RFS standards (8 of which were owned by a small refiner)."

How many exemptions were granted for 2016 and 20177 Industry sources say all of the petitions were
granted, and | would like to confirm this with EPA.

Also, | would like to know how EPA plans to address industry requests to 1) end or reallocate small
refinery RVO exemptions and 2} allow year-round blending of E15.

Best regards.

Gregory Meyer
Markets reporter
Financial Times

+++
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From: "lennifer A. Dlouhy (BLOOMBERG/ NEWSRCOM:)" <jdlouhyl@bloomberg.net>
Date: August 17, 2018 at 1:11:27 PM EDT

Subject: Comment on CPP replacement prooposal?
Reply-To: "Jennifer A. Dlouhy" <jdlouhyl@bioomberg.net>

We are preparing to report that the coming proposal to replace the Clean Power Plan (state guidelines for
GHG emissions from existing electric utility generating units) would be modest by comparison to the
sweeping reach of the CPP, focusing on heat-rate improvements at individual power plants.

And the structure -- given there's no ambient air quality standard for CO2 -- would be such that states
would have broad latitude to write their own requirements.

Critics say that focusing on heat-rate improvements only would vyield very limited reductions in CO2
emissions, and by improving efficiency, could inspire plant owners too run the facilities more, effectively
reversing those gains and producing more emissions overall.

Does EPA want to respond to any of this?

Thanks,
Jen.

+++

From: "Jennifer A. Dlouhy (BLOOMBERG/ NEWSROOM:)" <jdlouhyl@bloomberg.net>
Date: August 17, 2018 at 12:52:21 PM EDT

To: Press <Press@epa.gov>

Subject: Guidance for event next Tuesday in WV?

Reply-To: "Jennifer A. Dlouhy" <jdlouhyl@bloomberg.net>

Greetings, EPA press.

Do you have any for-planning-purposes-only information on CPP-related events {or any other events) and
media availabilities next week, to include an appearance by the acting administrator in West Virginia on
Tuesday?
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Thanks,
Jen.

+++

From: Carolyn Kormann <carclyn_kormann@newyorker.com>
Date: August 17, 2018 at 12:48:33 PM EDT
To: "Daguillard, Robert" <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov>

Cc: Press <Press@epa.gov>
Subject: Re: Subject: Re: Fact-checking question from the New Yorker--on deadline

Hi again, Robert,
Could you {or one of your colleagues) confirm that the new proposal for regulating coal-burning power
plants' carbon emissions will be announced, with a draft unveiled, next week? On Tuesday?

Also, regarding the proposed SAFE vehicles rule, does EPA have any comment about the memaos released
Tuesday that detailed EPA career staff objections to the NHTSA's cost-benefit analyses?

Best,
Carolyn

+++

From: "Vazquez, lennifer (NBCUniversal)" <jennifer.vazquez@nbcuni.com>

Date: August 17, 2018 at 12:36:02 PM EDT

To: "daguillard.robert@epa.gov” <daguillard.robert@epa.gov>, "jones.enesta@epa.gov”
<jones.enesta@epa.gov>, "lynn.tricia@epa.gov" <lynn.iricia@epa.gov>, "younes.lina@epa.gov"
<younes.lina@epa.gov>, "valentine.julia@epa.gov" <valentine.julia@epa.gov>,
"grantham.nancy@epa.gov" <grantham.nancy@epa.gov>

Subject: NBC Media Inquiry

Good afternoon,

By way of introduction, my name is Jennifer Vazquez. | am a digital editor with NBC 4 New York and
Telemundo 47.

| attempted to contact Mr. Andrew Wheeler to get a comment, but his office voicemail was full. | am
seeking comment on the multi-state letter sent Friday, Aug. 17 to Mr. Wheeler, calling on the EPA to
withdraw its proposal to limit the use of scientific evidence in the agency's decision-making process. See
the link to access the letter:htips://ni.gov/cag/newsreleases18/Multi-State-County-City-Comment-

Letter.pdf
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lam on a tight deadline. If you could get back to me as soon as possible, it would be greatly appreciated.
Thank you in advance.

Jennifer Vazquez
Digital Editor

++

From: John McGarrity [mailto:john.mcgarrity@energycensus.com]
Sent: Friday, August 17, 2018 12:21 PM

To: Block, Molly <block.molly@epa.gov>

Cc: Press <Press@epa.gov>

Subject: Chuck Grassley's meeting with Andrew Wheeler

Hi there Molly, | just want to get the EPA's view on whether the agency has indeed ditched plans
on RINs and ethanol exports.

hitp://ethanolproducer.com/articles/15538/arassley-epa-not-pursuing-plan-to-attach-rins-to-
biofuel-exports

Ethanol Producer Magazine — The Latest News and Data About Ethanol Production

ethanolproducer.com

Tre LS EPA S no longer considering a plan would sliow renewald

e jdentification numbers {RINg) to be &

Thanks,

John

John McGarrity
Senior Editor

+++
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From: Friedman, Lisa [mailto:lisa.friedman@nytimes.com|
Sent: Friday, August 17, 2018 9:47 AM

Subject: Clean Power Plan story

Hi folks - am doing a story for tomorrow with some details of the proposed new Clean Power Plan rule. Is
anyone from EPA able to talk or send a statement?

Hoping to get a general comment on what this will achieve but also specifically hoping you can address
how the agency has come to the number of projected premature deaths from rising emissions.

Also wondering if you can say anything on of off record about the rollout. Ty
Lisa

E Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) : tod a3 \/
] i

Lisa Friedman
Reporter, New York Times
(202) 862-0306 office

Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) Cel |
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Message

From: Daguillard, Robert [Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov]

Sent: 8/17/2018 9:01:33 PM

To: Polansek, Tom (Reuters) [Thomas.Polansek@thomsonreuters.com]
CC: Press [Press@epa.gov]

Subject: RE: Reuters News inquiry - dicamba

Tom, with apologies for the late response, and for attribution to “an EPA Spokesperson,” please:

Incoming #1: Can you please confirm that EPA plans to announce this month its decision on whether to extend
the registration for dicamba? That is what Mike Goodis said in this DTN
article:https://www.dtnpf.com/agriculture/web/ag/news/crops/article/2018/08/09/epa-listens-dicamba-
discussion

Response #1: Our goal is to make a decision in time for growers to make informed seed purchase decisions for the
next planting season.

Incoming #2: I am planning to report that EPA ofticials including Reuben Baris visited farms in Tennessee,
Missourt and Arkansas in July for a first-hand look at damage from dicamba moving off target. Can you please tell
me why EPA wanted to take that tour?

Response #2: EPA was invited by the Arkansas State Plant Board to visit with growers, state regulators, and
researchers in Arkansas, Tennessee, and Missourt to discuss dicamba in the mid-south. They provided EPA with
their first-hand experiences, using dicamba as part of their weed management practices, and helped EPA better
understand the impacts that are being reported formally and informally to state departments of agriculture.

Incoming #3: Can you please explain how EPA will make its decision about whether to extend the registration for
dicamba?

Response #3: We are reviewing the current use restrictions on the labels for these dicamba formulations in light of
the incidents that have been reported this year and in 2017. EPA 1s using the best available information from several
sources to develop a decision that balances protection of the environment with the benefits this technology ofters
growers tor weed control and crop production. EPA will consider both quantitative and qualitative information to
tormulate a decision. As a result, EPA 1s working closely with academia, growers, state officials, weed management
experts, industry, and the public in order to gather available information that helps us make our decision, including:

e incident data,

o yield information (or potential impacts on yield),

e off-target impacts to plants, including non-dicamba-tolerant soybeans

e conversations with individuals in the field, and

e narrative information contained in state reports.

Incoming #4: Does the agency have any comment on states such as Illinots, Indiana and North Dakota recetving
more complaints this year than last year on dicamba damage?

Response #4: EPA continues to gather information to inform this decision and will use all available evidence
when evaluating dicamba registrations

Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard
Office of Media Relations
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC

+1 (202) 564-6618 (0O)

Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) | (M)

From: Polansek, Tom {Reuters) [mailto:Thomas.Polansek@thomsonreuters.com]
Sent: Friday, August 10, 2018 5:51 PM

To: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov>

Subject: Reuters News inquiry - dicamba

Hi Robert, This is Tom Polansek from Reuters News in Chicago. Hope you are doing well!

I would like to ask for a comment for an article that | am writing about the herbicide called dicamba.

Can you please confirm that EPA plans to announce this month its decision on whether to extend the registration for
dicamba? That is what Mike Goodis said in this DTN article:
https://www.dtnpf.com/agriculture/web/ag/news/crops/article/2018/08/09/epa-listens-dicamba-discussion

| am planning to report that EPA officials including Reuben Baris visited farms in Tennessee, Missouri and Arkansas in
July for a first-hand look at damage from dicamba moving off target. Can you please tell me why EPA wanted to take
that tour?

Can you please explain how EPA will make its decision about whether to extend the registration for dicamba?

Does the agency have any comment on states such as lllinois, Indiana and North Dakota receiving more complaints this
year than last year on dicamba damage?

Please get back to me by the end of the day on Tuesday, Aug. 14. Thank you!

Tom

Tom Polansek
Reporter

Phone: 312-408-8558

Muobile: : Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) E

thomas.polansek@thomsonreuters.com

Tweel ma: @tpolansek
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Message

From: Daguillard, Robert [Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov]

Sent: 8/17/2018 8:20:17 PM

To: edward@thebusinessjournal.com

CC: Press [Press@epa.gov]; Zito, Kelly [ZITO.KELLY@EPA.GOV]; Glenn, William [Glenn.William@epa.gov]
Subject: Subject: Press Inquiry—glyphosate

Good afternoon,
For attribution to “an EPA Spokesperson,” please,

As stated in our Llecemnber 2017 anncouncerment, EPA’s draft human health risk assessment concluded that
glyphosate 1s not likely to be carcinogenic to humans. Our assessment found no other meaningtul risks to human
health when the product is used according to the pesticide label. The Agency’s scientific findings are consistent
with other countries and regulatory authorities including the Canadian Pest Management Regulatory Agency,
Australian Pesticide and Veterinary Medicines Authority, European Food Safety Authority, the European Chemicals
Agency, German Federal Institute for Occupational Safety and Health, the Joint FAO/WHO Meeting on Pesticide
Residues, the New Zealand Environmental Protection Authority, and Food Satety Commussion of Japan.

EPA’s human health review evaluated dietary, residential/non-occupational, aggregate, and occupational exposures.
Additionally, the Agency performed an in-depth review of the glyphosate cancer database, including data trom
epidemiological, animal carcinogenicity, and genotoxicity studies.

We are currently reviewing public comments received on the draft assessment and plan to publish the proposed
interim registration review decision for glyphosate in 2019. The proposed interim registration review decision will
outline any proposed mitigation measures to reduce risk, if any are needed.

For more information read our Eevized L3lyphosare fssue Paver: Hvaluation of Uarcinogenig Potenial.

Also, for information on the way EPA sets pesticide tolerances: https:/ Swww.epa.gov/ peatiode

mlerances-nestcide-resduss-toads

Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard

Office of Media Relations

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC

+1 (202) 564-6618 (0O)

i Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) i{M)

From: Edward Smith <edward@thebusinessjournal.com>
Date: August 17, 2018 at 9:59:29 AM PDT

To: zito.kelly@epa.gov

Subject: Press Inquiry—glyphosate

Hello Kelly,

My name is Edward and I'm a reporter with the Business Journal in Fresno. I'm working on a story following the
Roundup ruling earlier this week and | was wondering if the EPA is going to be reevaluating glyphosate following the
court’s decision. I’'m working on a deadline of about Tuesday, is there anyway you’d be able to answer some questions,

Thanks!
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Edward Smith

Subscribe | Sign-up for FREE Newsletters | Visit The Business Journal | Submit an Event | Attend Events

Get Social With Us! Facebook | Twitter | Linkedin
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Message

From: Elizabeth Robichaux Brown [BrownE@aljazeera.net]
Sent: 8/17/2018 6:49:31 PM

To: Daguillard, Robert [Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov]

CC: Press [Press@epa.gov]

Subject: RE: Al Jazeera English Request

Thank you

Liz

From: Daguillard, Robert [mailto:Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov]
Sent: Friday, August 17, 2018 2:43 PM

To: Elizabeth Robichaux Brown <BrownE@aljazeera.net>

Cc: Press <Press@epa.gov>

Subject: RE: Al Jazeera English Request

Good afternoon,

For attribution to “an EPA Spokesperson,” please,

As stated in our Llecemnber 2017 anncouncerment, EPA’s draft human health risk assessment concluded that
glyphosate 1s not likely to be carcinogenic to humans. Our assessment found no other meaningtul risks to human
health when the product is used according to the pesticide label. The Agency’s scientific findings are consistent
with other countries and regulatory authorities including the Canadian Pest Management Regulatory Agency,
Australian Pesticide and Veterinary Medicines Authority, European Food Safety Authority, the European Chemicals
Agency, German Federal Institute for Occupational Safety and Health, the Joint FAO/WHO Meeting on Pesticide
Residues, the New Zealand Environmental Protection Authority, and Food Satety Commussion of Japan.

EPA’s human health review evaluated dietary, residential/non-occupational, aggregate, and occupational exposures.
Additionally, the Agency performed an in-depth review of the glyphosate cancer database, including data from
epidemiological, animal carcinogenicity, and genotoxicity studies.

We are currently reviewing public comments received on the draft assessment and plan to publish the proposed
interim registration review decision for glyphosate in 2019. The proposed interim registration review decision will
outline any proposed mitigation measures to reduce risk, if any are needed.

For more information read our Revised Glyvphosate Bssue Paver Evabuanon of Carcinogenic Potenal.

Also, for information on the way EPA sets pesticide tolerances: https:/ Swww.epagov/ pesticide-tolernces /setung-

olerances-pestoide-residues-fonds

Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard

Office of Media Relations

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC
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+1 (202) 564-6618 (0O)
Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) | (M)

From: Elizabeth Robichaux Brown [mailto: BrownE@aliazeera.net]
Sent: Friday, August 17, 2018 2:40 PM

To: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard. Robert@epa. gov>

Subject: Al Jazeera English Request

Hello

What is the EPA’s reaction to the Environmental Working Group’s report on weed killer and
popular cereal and snack items?

Is the EPA looking into the report?
What’s the EPA’s position on glyphosate?
Elizabeth Brown

Al Jazeera English, Producer
201-724-8345
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Message

From: Jones, Enesta [Jones.Enesta@epa.gov]

Sent: 8/17/2018 4:02:05 PM

To: Konkus, lohn [konkus.john@epa.gov]; Block, Molly [block.molly@epa.gov]; Hewitt, James [hewitt.james@epa.gov];
Abboud, Michael [abboud.michael@epa.gov]

CC: Grantham, Nancy [Grantham.Nancy@epa.gov]; Jones, Enesta [Jones.Enesta@epa.gov]; Daguillard, Robert
[Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov]

Subject: Open Inquiries’” Afternoon Edition, 8/17/18

13 Awaiting Third-Floor Approval:

From: "lones, Enesta" <Jones.Enesta@epa.gov>

Date: August 17, 2018 at 11:46:12 AM EDT

To: Press <Press@epa.gov>

Subject: For Review: E&E (Sean Reilly) re proposed amendments to clay ceramics NESHAP (DDL: noon, 8/17)
<!--[if IsupportLineBreakNewLine]-->

<l--[endif]-->

On background:; Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP) i

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

<!--[if IsupportLineBreakNewLine]-->
<l--[endif}]-->

From: Sean Reilly <sreilly@eenews.net>
Date: August 17, 2018 at 10:12:04 AM EDT

To: Press <Press@epa.gov>
Subject: Proposed amendments to clay ceramics NESHAP

<!--[if IsupportLineBreakNewLine]-->
<l--[endif]-->
Hi folks:

Quick question related to a story I'm doing this morning on this proposed rule (https://s3.amazonaws.com/public-
inspection.federalregister.gov/2018-17933.pdf), given that the NESAHP regs in question also apply to brick
manufacturers.

Is EPA planning a separate proposed rule to address other concerns raised by the brick industry and, if so, is there an
approximate ETA for publication in the Federal Register?

My deadline is noon today.

Thanks,
Sean

Sean Reilly
+++

From: "Daguillard, Robert" <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov>
Date: August 17, 2018 at 11:23:20 AM EDT

To: Press <Press@epa.gov>
Subject: FOR APPROVAL: Proposed response to ADAQ re: Asbestos.
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<!--[if IsupportLineBreakNewLline]-->

<l--[endif]-->

The Toxic Chemicals program is objecting to the part of a news release from the Asbestos Disease Awareness Organization
(ADAO), https://www.oaoa.com/news/business/article 2flac6d9-0444-5584-830f-7¢7672e3a9d5.htm?mode=jgm, that
says the Obama Administration was planning to ban asbestos. OK to send the proposed response?

Statement from ADAO: This problem formulation completes the single-minded effort of the “Trump EPA’ to narrow the
asbestos risk evaluation to the point of ignoring nearly all the risks of asbestos in American workplaces, residences,
schools and commercial buildings-- undoing the decision of the ‘Obama EPA’ to use the reformed Toxic Substances
Control Act to finally impose a much-delayed ban on ashestos use in the U.S., which now is virtually unregulated.

EPA response:; Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP) i

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

+++

From: "Daguillard, Robert" <Daguillard Robert@epa.gov>

Date: August 17, 2018 at 10:47:36 AM EDT

To: Press <Press@epa.gov>

Subject: For Review: BNV - Delay of neonic pesticide reviews

<!--[if IsupportLineBreakNewLline]-->

<l--[endif]-->

The program saysi Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP) i
i Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP) iGood to send?

Incoming: | see that EPA has edited its webpage to delay the review of neonics to next year
https://www.epa.gov/pollinator-protection/schedule-review-neonicotinoid-pesticides {see attachment). Why is a delay
necessary? Have you announced this delay? Do you plan to make an announcement?

Response:: EX. 5 Deliberative Process (DP) ;

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

From: Stecker, Tiffany [mailto:istecker@bloombergenvironment.com]
Sent: Friday, August 17, 2018 9:19 AM

To: Press <Press@epa.gov>

Cc: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov>

Subject: Delay of neonic pesticide reviews

Hello all,

I see that EPA has edited its webpage to delay the review of neonics to next yearhttps://www.epa.gov/pollinator-
protection/schedule-review-neonicotinoid-pesticides (see attachment). Why is a delay necessary? Have you announced
this delay? Do you plan to make an announcement?

Deadline is as soon as possible.

Thanks!

Seife v. EPA (1:19-cv-05190) 7.31.2020 ED_003047_00000885-00002



Tiffany

SEBIIOISIIEISSIISISISISSHD
Tiffany Stecker

++

From: "Daguillard, Robert" <Daguillard Robert@epa.gov>

Date: August 17, 2018 at 8:46:12 AM EDT

To: Press <Press@epa.gov>

Subject: For Review: Dicamba lawsuit comments - Bloomberg

<!--[if IsupportLineBreakNewlLine]-->

<l--[endif]-->

The reporter says she can still accept our response this AM. The program recommends the following. Please advise
whether it's good to send:

{ Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP) |

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard

Office of Media Relations

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC

+1 (202) 564-6618 (O}

: Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) {M)

From: Lydia Mulvany (BLOOMBERG/ NEWSROOM:) [mailto:Imulvany2 @bloomberg.net]
Sent: Thursday, August 16, 2018 5:47 PM

Cc: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov>
Subject: Dicamba lawsuit comments - Bloomberg

Hello,

I'm writing an article about dicamba which may go out overnight. There is mention of a lawsuit against the EPA for
granting dicamba's registration. Please let me know if you have any comments on the following, and even if you can get
back to me tomorrow morning, we will be able to update the story:

---Some organizations are suing EPA for granting dicamba's registration. It looks like oral arguments are scheduled for
Aug. 29 in Seattle (National Family Farm Coalition v. EPA, 9th Cir., No. 17-70196, 6/20/18.) It sounds like, among the
complaints, that they're saying the EPA's label for dicamba was too complicated for farmers to follow, and that it violates
Endangered Species Act.

---Do you have comment about whether or not EPA intends to renew dicamba’s registration?

Thank you
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Lydia Mulvany
Bloomberg News

From: "Daguillard, Robert" <Daguillard . Robert@epa.gov>
Date: August 16, 2018 at 5:46:45 PM EDT

To: Press <Press@epa.gov>

Subject: For Review: Washington Post - Glyphosate inquiry
<!--[if IsupportLineBreakNewline]-->

<l--[endif]-->

From the program. Good to send?

Incoming: looking for reference dose for glyphosate. Have seen everything from .1 mg/kg of bodyweight to 2mg/kg bw.

Response:! Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)
Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

From: Dewey, Caitlin [mailto:Caitlin. Dewey@washpost.com]
Sent: Thursday, August 16, 2018 4:51 PM

To: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov>
Subject: Glyphosate inquiry

Hey — again, looking for reference dose for glyphosate. Have seen everything from .1 mg/kg of bodyweight to 2mg/kg bw.

We want to be able to say what daily level of glyphosate consumption EPA considers safe — let me know if that’s not the
figure | should be using. Thanks!
Caitlin

Caitlin Dewey

The Washington Post

@caitlindewey // 202-334-9325 (desk)

Note: If I'm not available to take your call, email is best.

+++

From: "Daguillard, Robert" <Daguillard.Rohert@epa.gov>
Date: August 16, 2018 at 5:02:00 PM EDT

Subject. For Revuew. Bloomberg News - Diesel Truck Follow-up - DDL ASAP
<!--[if IsupportLineBreakNewLine]-->
<l--[endif]-->

Response to a follow-up ingiury on diesel trucks from Bloomberg News. Good to send?

ORIGINAL RESPONSE: It is estimated that the clean diesel (MY2007 and later) trucks represent about 51% of the heavy-
duty fleet in CY2016. For comparing the pre- and post-2007 standards, it’s not so easy for NOx, as prior to 2007, it was an
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“NMHC + NOx” standard (2.4 g/bhp-hr), whereas 2007-and-newer engines have separate HC (0.14 g/bhp-hr) and NOx (0.2
g/bhp-hr) standards. You could say that “NMHC + NOx” for 2007-and-newer engines is 0.34 g/bhp-hr (0.14 + 0.2), which is
a 85% reduction from pre-2007 levels.

Follow up: | guess my only follow-up question would be what makes up the other 49 percent of truck penetration in the
us.?

Response: Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)
i Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

From: Brianna Jackson {(BLOOMBERG/ NEWSROOM:) [mailto:bjackson125@bloomberg.net]
Sent: Thursday, August 09, 2018 11:26 AM

To: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov>

Subject: RE: Reaching out...

Hi Robert,
Thanks for getting back to me on those numbers. | guess my only follow-up question would be what makes up the other
49 percent of truck penetration in the U.S.?

++

From: "Daguillard, Robert" <Daguillard Robert@epa.gov>
Date: August 16, 2018 at 4:34:31 PM EDT

To: Press <Press@epa.gov>

Subject: For Review:: Reuters News inquiry - dicamba
<!--[if IsupportLineBreakNewLline]-->

<l--[endif]-->

From the program. OK to send for attribution?

Incoming #1: Can you please confirm that EPA plans to announce this month its decision on whether to extend the
registration for dicamba? That is what Mike Goodis said in this DTN
article:https://www.dinpf.com/agriculture/web/ag/news/crops/article/2018/08/09/epa-listens-dicamba-discussion

Response #1: Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

H i
E Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP) |

peqem

Incoming #2: | am planning to report that EPA officials including Reuben Baris visited farms in Tennessee, Missouri and
Arkansas in July for a first-hand look at damage from dicamba moving off target. Can you please tell me why EPA wanted
to take that tour?

Response #2: Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

Incoming #3: Can you please explain how EPA will make its decision about whether to extend the registration for
dicamba?

Response #3:! Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

Seife v. EPA (1:19-cv-05190) 7.31.2020 ED_003047_00000885-00005



Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

Incoming #4: Does the agency have any comment on states such as Illinois, Indiana and North Dakota receiving more
complaints this year than last year on dicamba damage?

Response #4: Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP) i

Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard

Office of Media Relations

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC

+1 (202) 564-6618 (O)

: Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) :(M)

From: Polansek, Tom (Reuters) [mailto: Thomas.Polansek@thomsonreuters.com|
Sent: Friday, August 10, 2018 5:51 PM

To: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov>

Subject: Reuters News inquiry - dicamba

Hi Robert, This is Tom Polansek from Reuters News in Chicago. Hope you are doing well!

I would like to ask for a comment for an article that | am writing about the herbicide called dicamba.

Can you please confirm that EPA plans to announce this month its decision on whether to extend the registration for
dicamba? That is what Mike Goodis said in this DTN
article:https://www.dtnpf.com/agriculture/web/ag/news/crops/article/2018/08/09/epa-listens-dicamba-discussion

I am planning to report that EPA officials including Reuben Baris visited farms in Tennessee, Missouri and Arkansas in July
for a first-hand look at damage from dicamba moving off target. Can you please tell me why EPA wanted to take that
tour?

Can you please explain how EPA will make its decision about whether to extend the registration for dicamba?

Does the agency have any comment on states such as Illinois, Indiana and North Dakota receiving more complaints this
year than last year on dicamba damage?

Please get back to me by the end of the day on Tuesday, Aug. 14. Thank you!

Tom

Tom Polansek
Reporter
Thomson Reuters

+++

I'd direct herto; Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP) |

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)
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Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard

Office of Media Relations

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC

+1 {202) 564-6618 (0)

i Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) :(M)

From: Mihir Zaveri [mailto:mihir.zaveri@nytimes.com]

Sent: Wednesday, August 15, 2018 3:09 PM

To: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard. Robert@epa.gov<mailto:Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov>>
Cc: Press <Press@epa.gov<mailto:Press@epa.gov>>

Subject: Re: Glyphosate and cereals, cats

Hello -- I'd like to add one more question, so both questions together:

-- Would the EWG report today make you question any of the findings that glyphosate is not likely carcinogenic to
humans?

-- What do you think about the Environmental Working Group in general? Do they present fair arguments or
counterpoints?

Mihir

+++

Now with Rich Yamada’s edits. Please advise if this is OK to send.

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard

Office of Media Relations

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC

+1 {202) 564-6618 (0)

: Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) :(M)
i i

From: Konkus, John

Sent: Tuesday, August 14, 2018 3:55 PM

To: Jones, Enesta <lones.Enesta@epa.gov<mailtodones. Enesta@epa.gov>>; Block, Molly

<hlock. molly@epa.gov<mailto:block. molly@epa.gov>>; Hewitt, James
<hewitt.james@epa.gov<mailto:hewitt.james@epa.gov>>; Abboud, Michael
<abboud.michael@epa.gov<mailto:abboud.michael@epa.gov>>

Cc: Grantham, Nancy <Grantham.Nancy@epa.gov<mailto:Grantham.Nancy@epa.gov>>; Daguillard, Robert
<Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov<mailto:Daguillard .Robert@epa.gov>>; Lynn, Tricia
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<lynn.tricia@epa.gov<mailto:lynn.tricia@epa.gov>>
Subject: RE: Open Inquiries, 8/14/18

Who in ORD approved this response: Response: | Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP) 5

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

You can say Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP) .

Everything else is good to go.
Thank you Enestal
<!--[if IsupportLineBreakNewLine]-->

<l--lendif]-->
+++

The program is recommending its general statement on pesticides. The reporter said she’d accept general information
along those lines, as she’s on a tight deadline and plans to file her story by the end of the day. OK to send?

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

From: Vyas, Aditi X. -ND [mailto:Aditi.X.Vyas.-ND@abc.com]

Sent: Thursday, August 16, 2018 9:20 AM

To: Mears, Mary <Mears.Mary@epa.gov<mailto:Mears.Mary@epa.gov>>
Subject: Requesting an interview an expert

Hi Mary,
Hope this email finds you well. My name is Aditi Vyas and I'm a physician on the medical unit for ABC News. We are doing
a digital story on a recent study that came out saying DDE (insecticide) is related to autism. {I've attached the study to this

email).

I was wondering if you could put me in touch with an expert who might be able to give me some comments regarding
pesticides in general?

Thank you so much and | ook forward to hearing from you,
Aditi

[ABCLOGO?]
Aditi Vyas MD, MHA | Resident Physician, Resident ABC NEWS Medical Unit | 47 Waest

++
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From: "Lynn, Tricia" <lynn.tricia@epa.gov>
Date: August 16, 2018 at 11:02:56 AM EDT

Subject: FOR REVIEW: Waterways Journal {Jim Meyers) RE: "How's My Waterway" app. (8/16)

<!--[if IsupportLineBreakNewLine]-->
<!--[endif]-->
Reporter is asking about the “How’s My Waterway” web app. Jim Meyers, Waterways DC.

Suggested Response:
On background:

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

From: Jim Myers [mailto; Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) ]
Sent: Wednesday, August 15, 2018 12:27 PM

To: Press <Press@epa.gov>
Subject: Media inquiry on EPA link

Hello,

| received the link below as part of one of my news alerts. Not sure what to make of it? Is it a new link
now open to the public? Any other information?

Thanks,

Jim Myers
The Waterways Journal

<!--[if IsupportLineBreakNewline]-->
<l--[endif]-->
+++

<|--[if IsupportlineBreakNewline]—>
<|-[endif]-->

From: Lynn, Tricia
Sent: Wednesday, August 15, 2018 3:30 PM
To: Press <Press@epa.gov>

Subject: FOR REVIEW: Hotel Management Magazine (Elliott Mest) RE: TV Recycling (8/16)

Reporter is asking about TV recycling. Elliott Mest, Hotel Management Magazine.

éuggested Response:

For attribution to “an EPA spokesperson,”
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1. What are the dangers of improperly disposing of TV-related waste to the environment, and what are the
legal ramifications?

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

2. How are hotels recommended to dispose of electronic waste?

Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP)
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3. What should hotel operators know about the process before they begin?

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

4. What are some common mistakes that hotel operators make during the disposal process?
i Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP) :

5. How can hotels go above and beyond during this process?

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

From: Elliott Mest [mailto:emest@questex.com]

Sent: Thursday, August 09, 2018 5:07 PM

To: Lynn, Tricia <lynn.tricia@epa.gov>

Subject: Re: Press Inquiry: Hotel Management Magazine TV Recycling Article

Hi Tricia,
Great! My deadline for this story is next Thursday, August 16. Here are the questions | would like to ask:

1. What are the dangers of improperly disposing of TV-related waste to the environment, and what are
the legal ramifications?
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2. How are hotels recommended to dispose of electronic waste?

3. What should hotel operators know about the process before they begin?

4. What are some common mistakes that hotel operators make during the disposal process?
5. How can hotels go above and beyond during this process?

Thank you,
Elliott

<!--[if IsupportLineBreakNewLine]-->
<l--[endif]-->
+++

<|-[if IsupportlineBreakNewline]—>

<|-[endif]-->

From: "lones, Enesta" <Jones.Enesta@epa.gov<mailto:Jones.Enesta@epa.gov>>
Date: August 15, 2018 at 4:45:39 PM EDT

To: Press <Press@epa.gov<mailto:Press@epa.gov>>

Subject: For Review: The Intercept (Sharon Lerner) re Chemours and HFCs (DDL: 8/15)
OAR-drafted response:

On background:i Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

From: Sharon Lerner <sharon.lerner@theintercept.com<mailto:sharon.lerner@theintercept.com>>
Date: August 13, 2018 at 10:58:01 AM EDT

To: Press <Press@epa.gov<mailto:Press@epa.gov>>

Subject: question about Chemours meeting

Hi EPA Press office -

'm writing about a meeting between Chemours CEQ Mark Vergnano and several EPA officials that took
place in May of 2017. According to the record of the meeting, which was noted in Scott Pruitt’s public
calendar and was also requested in a letter from Vergnano that was included in EPA’s production to the
Sierra Club, Chemours asked EPA to “help protect U.S.

leadership in [the refrigerant] space and protect significant new U.S. investments the company has
made.” The company also asked for EPA to help ensure a “level playing field” against natural refrigerants.

I'm seeking a comment on what if anything the EPA has done to help protect Chemours investment and
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level the playing field against natural refrigerants. Also, I'd welcome any comments about how EPA
generally sets policy around which refrigerant chemicals will be used to replace HFCs.

My deadline is 5 pm on Wednesday.

Thank you,
Sharon

Sharon Lerner
Reporter
The Intercept

No Acknowledgement/Response:

From: Friedman, Lisa [mailto:lisa.friedman@nytimes.com]
Sent: Friday, August 17, 2018 9:47 AM

Subject: Clean Power Plan story

Hi folks - am doing a story for tomorrow with some details of the proposed new Clean Power Plan rule. Is
anyone from EPA able to talk or send a statement?

Hoping to get a general comment on what this will achieve but also specifically hoping you can address
how the agency has come to the number of projected premature deaths from rising emissions.

Also wondering if you can say anything on of off record about the rollout. Ty
Lisa

Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) tOday

Lisa Friedman
Reporter, New York Times
{202) 862-0306 office
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Message

From: Jones, Enesta [Jones.Enesta@epa.gov]

Sent: 8/17/2018 12:02:27 PM

To: Konkus, lohn [konkus.john@epa.gov]; Block, Molly [block.molly@epa.gov]; Abboud, Michael
[abboud.michael@epa.gov]; Hewitt, James [hewitt.james@epa.gov]

CC: Grantham, Nancy [Grantham.Nancy@epa.gov]; Jones, Enesta [Jones.Enesta@epa.gov]; Daguillard, Robert
[Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov]

Subject: Open Inquiries’ Morning Edition, 8/17/18

10 Awaiting Third-Floor Approval:

From: "Daguillard, Robert" <Daguillard Robert@epa.gov>
Date: August 16, 2018 at 6:57:08 PM EDT

To: Press <Press@epa.gov>

Subject: RE: Dicamba lawsuit comments - Bloomberg

OK toi Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP) a?

Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard

Office of Media Relations

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC

+1.(202) 564-6618 (O)

: Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) i (M)

From: Lydia Mulvany (BLOOMBERG/ NEWSROOM:) [mailto:Imulvany2@bloomberg.net]
Sent: Thursday, August 16, 2018 5:47 PM

To: Press <Press@epa.gov>

Cec: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard Robert@epa.gov>

Subject: Dicamba lawsuit comments - Bloomberg

Hello,

I'm writing an article about dicamba which may go out overnight. There is mention of a lawsuit against the EPA
for granting dicamba's registration. Please let me know if you have any comments on the following, and even if
you can get back to me tomorrow morning, we will be able to update the story:

---Some organizations are suing EPA for granting dicamba's registration. It looks like oral arguments are
scheduled for Aug. 29 in Seattle (National Family Farm Coalition v. EPA, 9th Cir., No. 17-70196, 6/20/18.) It
sounds like, among the complaints, that they're saying the EPA's label for dicamba was too complicated for
farmers to follow, and that it violates Endangered Species Act.

---Do you have comment about whether or not EPA intends to renew dicamba's registration?

Thank you

Seife v. EPA (1:19-cv-05190) 7.31.2020 ED_003047_00000887-00001



Lydia Mulvany
Bloomberg News

-+

From: "Daguillard, Robert" <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov>
Date: August 16, 2018 at 5:46:45 PM EDT

To: Press <Press@epa.gov>

Subject: For Review: Washington Post - Glyphosate inquiry
<!--[if IsupportLineBreakNewLline]-->

<l--[endif]-->

From the program. Good to send?

Incoming: looking for reference dose for glyphosate. Have seen everything from .1 mg/kg of bodyweight to 2mg/kg bw.

Response Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

From: Dewey, Caitlin [mailto:Caitlin.Dewey@washpost.com]
Sent: Thursday, August 16, 2018 4:51 PM

To: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov>
Subject: Glyphosate inquiry

Hey — again, looking for reference dose for glyphosate. Have seen everything from .1 mg/kg of bodyweight to 2mg/kg bw.

We want to be able to say what daily level of glyphosate consumption EPA considers safe — let me know if that’s not the
figure | should be using. Thanks!
Caitlin

Caitlin Dewey
The Washington Post
@caitlindewey // 202-334-9325 (desk)

Note: If 'm not available to take your call, email is best.

+++

From: "Daguillard, Robert" <Daguillard Robert@epa.gov>

Date: August 16, 2018 at 5:02:00 PM EDT

To: Press <Press(@epa.gov>

Subject: For Review: Bloomberg News - Diesel Truck Follow-up - DDL ASAP

Response to a follow-up inqiury on diesel trucks from Bloomberg News. Good to send?
ORIGINAL RESPONSE: It is estimated that the clean diesel (MY2007 and later) trucks represent about 51% of

the heavy-duty fleet in CY2016. For comparing the pre- and post-2007 standards, it’s not so easy for NOx, as
prior to 2007, it was an “NMHC + NOx” standard (2.4 g/bhp-hr), whereas 2007-and-newer engines have
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separate HC (0.14 g/bhp-hr) and NOx (0.2 g/bhp-hr) standards. You could say that “NMHC + NOx” for 2007-
and-newer engines is 0.34 g/bhp-hr (0.14 + 0.2), which is a 85% reduction from pre-2007 levels.

Follow up: I guess my only follow-up question would be what makes up the other 49 percent of truck
penetration in the U.S.?

Response: | Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

From: Brianna Jackson (BLOOMBERG/ NEWSROOM:) [mailto:bjackson125@bloomberg net]
Sent: Thursday, August 09, 2018 11:26 AM

To: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard Robert@epa.gov>

Subject: RE: Reaching out. ..

Hi Robert,
Thanks for getting back to me on those numbers. I guess my only follow-up question would be what makes up
the other 49 percent of truck penetration in the U.S.?

-+

From: "Daguillard, Robert" <Daguillard Robert@epa.gov>
Date: August 16, 2018 at 4:34:31 PM EDT

To: Press <Press@epa.gov>

Subject: For Review:: Reuters News inquiry - dicamba

From the program. OK to send for attribution?

Incoming #1: Can you please confirm that EPA plans to announce this month its decision on whether to extend
the registration for dicamba? That is what Mike Goodis said in this DTN
article:https.//'www dinpf com/agriculture/web/ag/news/crops/article/2018/08/09/epa-listens-dicamba-discussion

Response #1: ! Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

i Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP) |

Incoming #2: I am planning to report that EPA officials including Reuben Baris visited farms in Tennessee,
Missouri and Arkansas in July for a first-hand look at damage from dicamba moving off target. Can you please
tell me why EPA wanted to take that tour?

Response #2:! Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

Incoming #3: Can you please explain how EPA will make its decision about whether to extend the registration
for dicamba?

Response #3: Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)
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Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

Incoming #4: Does the agency have any comment on states such as Illinois, Indiana and North Dakota
recelving more complaints this year than last year on dicamba damage?

Response #4: Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)
i Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP) |

Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard

Office of Media Relations

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC

+1 (202) 564-6618 (O)

E Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) (l\l)

From: Polansek, Tom (Reuters) [mailto:Thomas.Polansek@thomsonreuters.com |
Sent: Friday, August 10, 2018 5:51 PM

To: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard Robert@epa.gov>

Subject: Reuters News inquiry - dicamba

Hi Robert, This is Tom Polansek from Reuters News in Chicago. Hope you are doing well!

I'would like to ask for a comment for an article that I am writing about the herbicide called dicamba.

Can you please confirm that EPA plans to announce this month its decision on whether to extend the
registration for dicamba? That is what Mike Goodis said in this DTN

article:https://www.dtnpf . com/agriculture/web/ag/news/crops/article/2018/08/09/epa-listens-dicamba-discussion
I am planning to report that EPA officials including Reuben Baris visited farms in Tennessee, Missouri and
Arkansas in July for a first-hand look at damage from dicamba moving off target. Can you please tell me why
EPA wanted to take that tour?

Can you please explain how EPA will make its decision about whether to extend the registration for dicamba?
Does the agency have any comment on states such as Illinois, Indiana and North Dakota receiving more
complaints this year than last year on dicamba damage?

Please get back to me by the end of the day on Tuesday, Aug. 14. Thank you!

Tom

Tom Polansek
Reporter
Thomson Reuters

+++
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Iddirectherto: Ex, 5 Deliberative Process (DP) |

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard

Office of Media Relations

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC

+1 {202) 564-6618 (0)

E Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) '“\/])

From: Mihir Zaveri [mailto:mihir.zaveri@nytimes.com]

Sent: Wednesday, August 15, 2018 3:09 PM

To: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard. Robert@epa.gov<mailto:Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov>>
Cc: Press <Press@epa.gov<mailto:Press@epa.gov>>

Subject: Re: Glyphosate and cereals, cats

Hello -- I'd like to add one more question, so both questions together:

-- Would the EWG report today make you question any of the findings that glyphosate is not likely carcinogenic to
humans?

-- What do you think about the Environmental Working Group in general? Do they present fair arguments or
counterpoints?

Mihir
<!--[if IsupportLineBreakNewLine]-->

<l--[endif]-->
+++

Now with Rich Yamada’s edits. Please advise if this is OK to send.

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard

Office of Media Relations

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC

+1 {202) 564-6618 (0)

E Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) :M)

From: Konkus, John
Sent: Tuesday, August 14, 2018 3:55 PM
To: Jones, Enesta <lones.Enesta@epa.gov<mailto:Jones Enesta@epa.gov>>; Block, Molly
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<block.molly@epa.gov<mailto:block.molly@epa.gov>>; Hewitt, James
<hewitt.james@epa.gov<mailto:hewitt.james@epa.gov>>; Abboud, Michael
<abboud.michael@epa.gov<mailto:abboud.michael@epa.gov>>

Cc: Grantham, Nancy <Grantham.Nancy@epa.gov<mailto:Grantham.Nancy@epa.gov>>; Daguillard, Robert
<Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov<mailto:Daguillard Robert@epa.gov>>; Lynn, Tricia
<lynn.tricia@epa.gov<mailto:lynn.tricia@epa.gov>>

Subject: RE: Open Inquiries, 8/14/18

Who in ORD approved this response: Response: Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP) i

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

You can sayi Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP) E

Everything else is good to go.
Thank you Enestal

<!--[endif]-->
+++

The program is recommendingi Ex. § Deliberative Process (DP) :The reporter said she’d accept general information
along those lines, as she’s on a tight deadline and plans to file her story by the end of the day. OK to send?

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

Learn more: https://www.epa.gov/pesticide-registration/about-pesticide-registration

From: Vyas, Aditi X. -ND [mailto:Aditi.X.Vyas.-ND@abc.com]

Sent: Thursday, August 16, 2018 9:20 AM

To: Mears, Mary <Mears.Mary@epa.gov<mailto:Mears. Mary@epa.gov>>
Subject: Requesting an interview an expert

Hi Mary,
Hope this email finds you well. My name is Aditi Vyas and I'm a physician on the medical unit for ABC News. We are doing
a digital story on a recent study that came out saying DDE (insecticide) is related to autism. {I've attached the study to this

email).

I was wondering if you could put me in touch with an expert who might be able to give me some comments regarding
pesticides in general?

Thank you so much and | look forward to hearing from you,
Aditi

[ABCLOGO2]
Aditi Vyas MD, MHA | Resident Physician, Resident ABC NEWS Medical Unit | 47 West
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+++

From: "Lynn, Tricia" <lynn.tricia@epa.gov>
Date: August 16, 2018 at 11:02:56 AM EDT

To: Press <Press@epa.gov>
Subject: FOR REVIEW: Waterways Journal {Jim Meyers) RE: "How's My Waterway" app. (8/16)

<!--[if IsupportLineBreakNewline]-->
<!--[endif]-->
Reporter is asking about the “How’s My Waterway” web app. Jim Meyers, Waterways DC.

Suggested Response:
On background:

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

From: Jim Myers [mailtos EX. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) !
Sent: Wednesday, August 15, 2018 12:27 PM

To: Press <Press@epa.gov>
Subject: Media inquiry on EPA link

Hello,

| received the link below as part of one of my news alerts. Not sure what to make of it? Is it a new link
now open to the public? Any other information?

Thanks,

Jim Myers
The Waterways Journal

<!--[if IsupportLineBreakNewline]-->
<l--lendif]-->
+++

<|--[if IsupportlineBreakNewline]—>
<|-[endif]-->

From: Lynn, Tricia
Sent: Wednesday, August 15, 2018 3:30 PM

To: Press <Press@epa.gov>
Subject: FOR REVIEW: Hotel Management Magazine (Elliott Mest) RE: TV Recycling (8/16)

Reporter is asking about TV recycling. Elliott Mest, Hotel Management Magazine.
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Suggested Response:

For attribution to “an EPA spokesperson,”

1. What are the dangers of improperly disposing of TV-related waste to the environment, and what are the
legal ramifications?

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

2. How are hotels recommended to dispose of electronic waste?

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)
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Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

3. What should hotel operators know about the process before they begin?

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

4, What are some common mistakes that hotel operators make during the disposal process?
Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

5. How can hotels go above and beyond during this process?

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

From: Elliott Mest [mailto:emest@ questex.com]

Sent: Thursday, August 09, 2018 5:07 PM

To: Lynn, Tricia <lynn.tricia@epa.gov>

Subject: Re: Press Inquiry: Hotel Management Magazine TV Recycling Article

Hi Tricia,
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Great! My deadline for this story is next Thursday, August 16. Here are the questions | would like to ask:

1. What are the dangers of improperly disposing of TV-related waste to the environment, and what are
the legal ramifications?

2. How are hotels recommended to dispose of electronic waste?

3. What should hotel operators know about the process before they begin?

4. What are some cornmon mistakes that hotel operators make during the disposal process?
5. How can hotels go above and beyond during this process?

Thank you,
Elliott

<!--[if IsupportLineBreakNewline]-->
<l--lendif]-->
+++

<|--[if IsupportLineBreakNewline]—>

<|-[endif]-->

From: "Jones, Enesta" <Jones.Enesta@epa.gov<mailto:Jones.Enesta@epa.gov>>
Date: August 15, 2018 at 4:45:39 PM EDT

To: Press <Press@epa.gov<mailto:Press@epa.gov>>

Subject: For Review: The Intercept (Sharon Lerner) re Chemours and HFCs (DDL: 8/15)
OAR-drafted response:

On background:i Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP) '

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

From: Sharon Lerner <sharon.lerner@theintercept.com<mailto:sharon.lerner@theintercept.com>>
Date: August 13, 2018 at 10:58:01 AM EDT

To: Press <Press@epa.gov<mailto:Press@epa.gov>>

Subject: question about Chemours meeting

Hi EPA Press office -

I'm writing about a meeting between Chemours CEO Mark Vergnano and several EPA officials that took
place in May of 2017. According to the record of the meeting, which was noted in Scott Pruitt’s public
calendar and was also requested in a letter from Vergnano that was included in EPA’s production to the

Seife v. EPA (1:19-cv-05190) 7.31.2020 ED_003047_00000887-00010



Sierra Club, Chemours asked EPA to “help protect U.S.
leadership in [the refrigerant] space and protect significant new U.S. investments the company has
made.” The company also asked for EPA to help ensure a “level playing field” against natural refrigerants.

I'm seeking a comment on what if anything the EPA has done to help protect Chemours investment and
level the playing field against natural refrigerants. Also, I'd welcome any comments about how EPA

generally sets policy around which refrigerant chemicals will be used to replace HFCs.

My deadline is 5 pm on Wednesday.

Thank you,
Sharon

Sharon Lerner

Reporter
The Intercept
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Message

From: Daguillard, Robert [Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov]

Sent: 8/16/2018 8:17:26 PM

To: Konkus, lohn [konkus.john@epa.gov]; Block, Molly [block.molly@epa.gov]; Hewitt, James [hewitt.james@epa.gov];
Abboud, Michael [abboud.michael@epa.gov]

CC: Grantham, Nancy [Grantham.Nancy@epa.gov]; Lynn, Tricia [lynn.tricia@epa.gov]; Jones, Enesta
[Jones.Enesta@epa.gov]; Daguillard, Robert [Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov]

Subject: THIRD FLOOR: Open inquiries list, August 16, 2018

Attachments: 2017 12 07 UARG breifing at Hunton with PowerPoint.pdf; 2017 12 5 NSR Staff meeting Wehrum Calendar.pdf;
2017_11 3 AFPM_Hunton Presentation Shared by with EPA STAFF.PDF

corays. Journal: How’s My Waterwayy
o AL IMNows BEAR

o AR Mews: ©
o [NY Tuwes

e inancial Times: BV

Glyphosate & Oats (ollow-up guestions on EWG report)

e ndark: OPP/ORD conversanons on ghyphosate
e Diow York Times: Bl W
Allentown (PA) Morning Call 016G Report on Mssed Pavment Droadbings

e s st I R

Good to send?

From: "Jones, Enesta” <lones.Enesta@epa.gov>
Date: August 15, 2018 at 4:45:39 PM EDT

To: Press <Press@epa.gov>
Subject: For Review: The Intercept {(Sharon Lerner) re Chemours and HFCs (DDL: 8/15)

OAR-drafted response:

On background:i Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)
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From: Sharon Lerner <sharon.lerner@theintercept.com>
Date: August 13, 2018 at 10:58:01 AM EDT

To: Press <Press@epa.gov>
Subject: question about Chemours meeting

Hi EPA Press office -

I’'m writing about a meeting between Chemours CEO Mark Vergnano and several EPA officials that took place in May of
2017. According to the record of the meeting, which was noted in Scott Pruitt’s public calendar and was also requested
in a letter from Vergnano that was included in EPA’s production to the Sierra Club, Chemours asked EPA to “help protect

u.s. {s}:éleadership in [the refrigerant] space and protect significant new U.S. investments the company has made.” The
company also asked for EPA to help ensure a “level playing field” against natural refrigerants.

I’'m seeking a comment on what if anything the EPA has done to help protect Chemours investment and level the playing
field against natural refrigerants. Also, I'd welcome any comments about how EPA generally sets policy around which
refrigerant chemicals will be used to replace HFCs.

My deadline is 5 pm on Wednesday.

Thank you,
Sharon

Sharon Lerner
Reporter

@fastlerner

Click here (and scroll down) to read recent stories:
https://theintercept.com/staff/sharon-lerner/
Subscribe @ http://sharonlerner.com/

PGP:
CB29 DSFF 9285 3285 @87E 83A1 6C30 2F39 4F30 BBFE

Reporter is asking about the “How’s My Waterway” web app. Jim Meyers, Waterways DC.

Suggested Response:
On background:

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

From: Jim Myers [mailto: Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP)
Sent: Wednesday, August 15, 2018 12:27 PM

To: Press <Press@epa.gov>

Subject: Media inquiry on EPA link

[—
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Hello,

| received the link below as part of one of my news alerts. Not sure what to make of it? Is it a new link now open to the
public? Any other information?

Thanks,

Jim Myers
The Waterways Journal

i
Ce”' : Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP)
i

https://watersgeo.epa.gov/mywaterway/

Michael, third floor, | reached out to get the specificity of his request. | am now turning this over to you based on his
line of questioning.

From: Sean Reilly <sreilly@eenews.net>
Date: August 16, 2018 at 11:10:25 AM EDT
To: "Jones, Enesta” <Jones.Enesta@epa.gov>
Subject: RE: EFAB

Hi Enesta:

No questions about coal ash at this point. Regarding EFAB, I'm working on an article on the extent to which EPA has fully
implemented the requirements of Scott Pruitt's Oct. 31, 2017 directive titled "Strengthening and Improving
Membership on EPA Federal Advisory Committees, " to all of the agency's 22 committees. In announcing this directive,
Mr. Pruitt singled out three (the SAB, CASAC, and BOSC), but the directive makes clear (and Michael Abboud confirmed
at the time) that the directive's requirements apply to all 22. After speaking to numerous members of the EFAB and
other committees, however, I've been unable to find any evidence that EPA has sought to substantively implement the
directive to any FACs beyond the three mentioned by Mr. Pruitt.

My specific questions at this point are:

1) Has EPA implemented the directive's requirements, including the ban on federal advisory committee service by active
EPA grant recipients, to any of the other 19 advisory committees and, if so, which ones? Have any members been
required to resign from their respective committees because they declined to give up their EPA grants, and if, so how

many?

2) If EPA has not applied the directive's requirements to any of the 19 committees, why not, given that almost ten
months have passed since Mr. Pruitt issued it?

My deadline is 4 p.m. tomorrow; | will need on-the-record, for-attribution responses if they're going to be used.

Thanks,
Sean

Sean Reilly
Reporter
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E&E News
202-446-0433 (Desk)

: Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) Ce”)

L !

sreilly@eenews.net
Twitter: @SeanatGreenwire

From: Jones, Enesta <lones.Enesta@epa.gov>
Sent: Thursday, August 16, 2018 7:41 AM

To: Sean Reilly <sreilly@eenews.net>

Cc: Jones, Enesta <Jones.Enesta@epa.gov>
Subject: EFAB

Sean, | understand you have questions about EFAB and coal ash. Please share along with your firm deadline.

The program 1s recommendingﬁ Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP) EThe reporter said she’d accept general
information along those lines, a5She’s on a fight deadline and plans to file her story by the end of the day. OK to
send?

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

From: Vyas, Aditi X. -ND [mailtc:Aditi. Vyas.-ND@abo.com]
Sent: Thursday, August 16, 2018 9:20 AM

To: Mears, Mary <Mears. Marv@epa. gov>

Subject: Requesting an interview an expert

Hi Mary,
Hope this email finds you well. My name is Aditi Vyas and I’'m a physician on the medical unit for ABC News. We are
doing a digital story on a recent study that came out saying DDE (insecticide) is related to autism. (I've attached the

study to this email).

| was wondering if you could put me in touch with an expert who might be able to give me some comments regarding
pesticides in general?

Thank you so much and | look forward to hearing from you,

Aditi

NE ab&:,mm d Ex.GPe-r.sonaI Privacy {PP) :

bttt
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Pd direct her to Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard

Office of Media Relations

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC

+1 (202) 564-6618 (0)

Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) (M)

From: Mihir Zaveri [mailto:mihir.zaveri@nytimes.com|]
Sent: Wednesday, August 15, 2018 3:09 PM
To: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov>

Cc: Press <Press@epa.gov>
Subject: Re: Glyphosate and cereals, oats

Hello -- I'd like to add one more question, so both questions together:

-- Would the EWG report today make you question any of the findings that glyphosate is not likely carcinogenic to
humans?

-- What do you think about the Environmental Working Group in general? Do they present fair arguments or
counterpoints?

Mihir
On Wed, Aug 15, 2018 at 2:39 PM Mihir Zaveri <mihir.zaveri@nytimes.com> wrote:

Hi, would the EWG report today make you question any of the findings that glyphosate is not likely carcinogenic to
humans?

On Wed, Aug 15, 2018 at 1:22 PM Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov> wrote:
Hullo Mihir,

For attribution to “an EPA Spokesperson,” please:

As stated in our December 2017 announcement, EPA’s draft human health risk assessment concluded that glyphosate is
not likely to be carcinogenic to humans. Our assessment found no other meaningful risks to human health when the
product is used according to the pesticide label. The Agency’s scientific findings are consistent with other countries and
regulatory authorities including the Canadian Pest Management Regulatory Agency, Australian Pesticide and Veterinary
Medicines Authority, European Food Safety Authority, the European Chemicals Agency, German Federal Institute for
Occupational Safety and Health, the Joint FAO/WHO Meeting on Pesticide Residues, the New Zealand Environmental
Protection Authority, and Food Safety Commission of Japan.

EPA’s human health review evaluated dietary, residential/non-occupational, aggregate, and occupational exposures.
Additionally, the Agency performed an in-depth review of the glyphosate cancer database, including data from
epidemiological, animal carcinogenicity, and genotoxicity studies.
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We are currently reviewing public comments received on the draft assessment and plan to publish the proposed interim
registration review decision for glyphosate in 2019. The proposed interim registration review decision will outline any
proposed mitigation measures to reduce risk, if any are needed.

For more information read our Revised Glyphosate Issue Paper: Evaluation of Carcinogenic Potential.

Robert Daguillard
U.S. EPA
Office of Media Relations

202-564-6618 (0)

On Aug 15, 2018, at 11:35 AM, Mihir Zaveri <mihir.zaveri@nytimes.com> wrote:

Thank you -- appreciate your acknowledgement!
Mihir

On Wed, Aug 15, 2018 at 11:34 AM Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov> wrote:

Good morning Mihir,

A quick work to acknowledge receipt. We'll be in touch soon.

Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard

Office of Media Relations

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC

+1 (202) 564-6618 (O)

Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) i (M)

From: Mihir Zaveri [mailto:mihir.zaveri@nytimes.com]
Sent: Wednesday, August 15, 2018 11:26 AM

To: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov>
Subject: Glyphosate and cereals, oats
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Hello, this is Mihir Zaveri, I'm a reporter with The New York Times. I'm working on a story today about this new
report from the Environmental Working Group that shows certain levels of the chemical "glyphosate" in cereal, granola,
and other food products.

I'm sure you have been over these points before, but the report suggests that glyphosate is linked to cancer, and
supports that notion with a WHO agency designation and California state designation as well as the recent settlement in
California earlier this month. The report further suggests that the levels of glyphosate that they found could particularly
put children at risk.

Hoping to get an answer to some questions:

-- It's my understanding that the federal government does not consider glyphosate to be linked to cancer, is this true?
-- Are there any risks associated with glyphosate for parents, or general population, to be concerned about?

-- Why is there this dissonance between what federal regulators say and what, for example, the state of California says
regarding Glyphosate?

-- How would EPA respond to the public who might read this EWG report and be scared that their children might not be
safe if they eat these foods? Or others?

-- The EWG scientists assert that glyphosate applied later in a crop cycle reflects an increased risk compared to that
applied earlier in the cycle. Is there any reason to challenge this notion?

-- When do the draft risk assessments published in December become final and what more is there to do in that
process?

Thank you, | am writing this story today and it will go online later this afternoon.

Thank you,
Mihir

T P

Third Floor, please advise on next steps.

Robert Daguillard
U.S.EPA

Office of Media Relations
Washington D.C.

E Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) :( M )
L

202-564-6618 (O)
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Begin forwarded message:

From: Gregory Meyer <gregory.meyer@ft.com>

Date: August 15, 2018 at 12:53:23 PM EDT

To: daguillard.robert@epa.gov

Subject: Press Inquiry about Fuel: ethanol, RFS, fuel efficiency

Dear Mr. Daguillard:
I am a reporter at the Financial Times, writing with a query about the RFS.

The 2019 RVO proposed rulemaking states that EPA evaluated "petitions for exemption from 20 small refineries for the
2016 RFS standards (3 of which were owned by a small refiner) and 29 small refineries for the 2017 RFS standards (8 of
which were owned by a small refiner)."

How many exemptions were granted for 2016 and 20177 Industry sources say all of the petitions were granted, and |
would like to confirm this with EPA.

My deadline is today.
Thanks and regards,

Gregory Meyer

Markets reporter

Financial Times

Work phone: +1 917 551 5133
Mobile phone:i Ex. 8 Personal Privacy (PP) E
gregory.meyer@ft.com

This email was sent by a company owned by Financial Times Group Limited ("FT Group"), registered office at Number One
Southwark Bridge, London SE1 9HL. Registered in England and Wales with company number 879531. This e-mail may contain
confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender immediately, delete all copies and do not
distribute it further. It could also contain personal views which are not necessarily those of the FT Group. We may monitor
outgoing or incoming emails as permiited by law.

Ft bbb bbbt bbb bbb

Now with Rich Yamada’s edits. Please advise if this 1s OK to send.

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard

Office of Media Relations

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC
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+1 (202) 564-6618 (0O)
| Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) i (M)

From: Konkus, John

Sent: Tuesday, August 14, 2018 3:55 PM

To: Jones, Enesta <Jones.Enesta@epa.gov>; Block, Molly <block.molly@epa.gov>; Hewitt, James
<hewitt.james@epa.gov>; Abboud, Michael <abboud.michael@epa.gov>

Cc: Grantham, Nancy <Grantham.Nancy@epa.gov>; Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov>; Lynn, Tricia
<lynn.tricia@epa.gov>

Subject: RE: Open Inquiries, 8/14/18

Who in ORD approved this response: Response: Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

Everything else is good to go.

Thank you Enesta!

Hello again Molly and Bill.

Here are a few specific outstanding questions | wanted to ask based on items that have come up since | spoke
with Bill back in April. | am writing them out very specifically with backup documents in a few cases so the
guestions are clear and easier to respond to.

1) Mr. Wehrum's calendar that we obtained via FOIA includes a Dec. 7 2017 meeting at the DC offices of
Hunton, where Mr. Wehrum gave a presentation on the Clean Air Act. See the attached materials in
attachment 1. The Trump ethics pledge says that a lawyer should not meet with former clients for two years
including any "meeting or other communication relating to the performance of one’s official duties with a former
employer or former client, uniess the communication applies to a particular matter of general applicability and
participation in the measting or other event is open (o all interested parties.” How does this meetling honor that
requirement? This was not a public meeting. And UARG is a former client.

2) Mr. Wehrum, before he was nominated but while his paperwork was being reviewed for the nomination, had
a meeting at the EPA In June 2017 on behalf of brick manufacturers association o discuss concams by the
industry with the brick smissions rule. In October 2017, the EPA asked a federal court 10 "hold all proceedings in
abeyance in these consolidated petitions for review" related to this case, as it was going to reconsider this rule. Is Mr.
Wehrum working on this matter, in terms of the proposed policy change? And separately, he he participating in the
handling of the litigation?

3) Has Mr. Wehrum signed his recusal letter. He explained to me why he had not. | just wanted to see if he has now
decided to sign if. If so, | can have a copy of it please.

4) During the review of the NSR Policy memo issued on Dec. 7, 2017, | was told that Mr. Wehrum participated in a Dec. 5
2017 staff meeting (see attachment 2, although | know that this listing does not mention what was specifically
discussed) where the matter was discussed, and where Susan Bodine among others expressed concerns about the
changes, which included not "second guess" emissions projections. | had asked Bill about this general issue. |
subsequently was told about this specific meeting on Dec. 5, where the matter was discussed. Why was it ok for Bill to
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participate in this meeting. A participant said that a copy of the memo was distributed at the meeting that had certain
redactions, removing DTE's name. Is that the explanation. Welcome input.

5) I wanted to ask for Mr. Wehrum to react to criticism from some folks that the change in the "once in, always in" policy
could result in a significant increase in release of harmful pollutants. Is this a fair criticism?

6) When the March 13 2018 memo was released clarifying NSR projection evaluations, Mr. Wehrum was guoted in the
news release. but he decided not to go to the ceremony where several companies including Marathon and Valero were
invited to mark the event. We were told that Mr. Wehrum felt he would work on the policy, as it broadly impacts
regulated parties (it is not a particular matter involving specific parties) but he could not attend this event, as former
clients were there and it was a private event. Any comment on that. Is that a correct reading of the events here?

7) A memo was sent to the EPA on Nov 3 2017 (see attachment 3) that was from a presentation that Bill gave along with
Kenneth Weiss related to NSR changes the petro chemical industry wanted to see made. | read the presentation which
was based on the memo that is included in this email, and | noted that several of the changes in NSR underway "project
netting" and "project aggregation"” and also "second guess" issues reflect priorities here. Is this anything that is bad
about this correlation? Is Mr. Wehrum, in the policy revisions he has worked on, helping with these changes because it
was part of an industry agenda?

8) Finally, | wanted to ask more directly here a point that emerges from these questions: Some outsiders look at the
actions the EPA has taken since Mr. Wehrum was confirmed and say that Mr. Wehrum is working to benefit the interests

of his former clients. What is your reaction to that assertion? Why is that a misreading of his efforts?

Thanks again for your help. Happy to clarify any of these questions.

I need a response by Noon Friday.

ERIC

Tty Now Hlovk Bomes

Washington Bureau

lipton@nvytimes.com

Fobb bttt
Hi,

| also left a voicemail in the general voicemail box. | am writing about an audit (link below) released this morning by the
EPA inspector general regarding missed payment deadlines and missed discount period deadlines. Can | get a response
from EPA about those findings? There is no written response to the findings in the report. My deadline is 4 pm today.

Thank you.

https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2018-08/documents/epaocig-20180816-18-p-0231L.pdf

Paul Muschick, columnist
The Morning Call
101 N. Sixth St., Allentown, PA 18101

paul.muschick@mcall.com
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www.meall.com/muschick
Facebook: PaulMuschickColumns
Twitter: @mcwatchdog

Like uso ok and follow @mcall on Twitter
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Message

From: Woods, Andrea [Woods.Andrea@epa.gov]

Sent: 9/18/2019 10:30:17 PM

To: Block, Molly [block.molly@epa.gov]

CC: Abboud, Michael [abboud.michael@epa.gov]

Subject: RE: Walden, Rodgers, and Shimkus Statement on Administration's Fuel Economy Rule

Do we have a specific name from auto alliance for attribution?

From: Block, Molly <block.molly@epa.gov>

Sent: Wednesday, September 18, 2019 6:20 PM

To: Woods, Andrea <Woods. Andrea@epa.gov>

Cc: Abboud, Michael <abboud.michael@epa.gov>

Subject: RE;: Walden, Rodgers, and Shimkus Statement on Administration’s Fuel Economy Rule

Cooll Here are two more:

Statement from ATR:
hitps://www atr. org/major-win-consumers-tirump-revokes-california-s-waiver-auto-emissions-standards

"Today’s decision by President Trump is a major win for consumers and the US economy. Letting California dictate
emission standards for the 49 other states is a proven disaster for jobs, vehicle safety and affordability.

No one living in Ohio, Michigan or Florida voted for California’s nanny state politicians. Gavin Newsom’s bureaucrats
have no business telling them what car they can or can’t drive. That decisions rightly belongs to consumers. Americans
for Tax Reform applauds President Trump for revoking California’s waiver and freeing consumers from Californian
bureaucrats.” - Grover Norguist, President of Americans for Tax Reform

Auto Alliance: “Automakers support year-over-year increases in fuel economy standards that align with marketplace
realities, and we support one national program as the best path to preserve good auto jobs, keep new vehicles
affordable for more Americans and avoid a marketplace with different standards. We will review this action today along
with the vet to-be-released final CAFE/GHG rule to get the full picture of how this impacts automakers, our workers and
our customers.”

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

From: Woods, Andrea

Sent: Wednesday, September 18, 2019 6:13 BV

To: Block, Molly <block. molly@epa.gov>; Abboud, Michael <abboud.michael@epa.gov>; Beach, Christopher
<beach.christopher@epa.gov>; McFaul, Jessica <mcfaul.jessica@epa.gov>; Schiermeyer, Corry
<schiermeyer.corry@epa.sov>

Subject: RE: Walden, Rodgers, and Shimkus Statement on Administration’s Fuel Economy Rule

lcan
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From: Block, Molly <block. mollv@epa.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, September 18, 2019 6:07 PV
To: Abboud, Michael <abboud.michael®@epa.gov>; Beach, Christopher <beach.christopher®@epa.gov>; McFaul, Jessica

<mcfaul jessica@epa.gov>; Schiermeyer, Corry <schiermever.corrvi®epa.govs; Woods, Andrea
<Woods. Andrea®@epa.gov>
Subject: FPW: Walden, Rodgers, and Shimkus Statement on Administration’s Fuel Economy Rule

For the WTAS. Who's compiling this?

From: Energy & Commerce Republicans <enersycommercegopnews@ecrep. housecommunications.govs
Sent: Wednesday, September 18, 2019 4:24 PV

To: Block, Molly <block.molly@epa.gov>
Subject: Walden, Rodgers, and Shimkus Statement on Administration’s Fuel Economy Rule

NEPUBLICANS

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE CONTACT: Press Office
Seplember 18, 2018 {202) 226-4872

kus Statement on
Economy Rule

WABHINGTON, DO — Energy and Cornmerce Committee Republican Leader Greg Walden (H-OR),
Conzumer Protection and Commaeree Subcommitise Republican Leader Cathy MoMorris Rodgers (R-
WAY, and Bubcommities on Environment and Climale Change Republican Leader dohn Shirmkus (R-1L)
relaased the following statemeant in antivipation of the Administration's fusl economy announcement

“For ton long, Calffornia’s policies have forced consumers across the country to pay more for vehicles.
The Administration’s move to esfablish uniform standards for fusl economy is the rght decision. This
decision reasserts the rule of faw and puts consumers first. A national Tramework for fusl economy
provides the cerfalinty needed fo help drive down vehicle costs and gel more Americans in newer, safer
vehicies. While we await the resi of the SAFE Vehicles Rule, this anhouncement is a step in the right
direction,” sald Walden, Rodgers, and Shimkus.

Eisisd
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House Bnergy & Comumnerge Committes Republicans | 2322 Ravburn HOB, Washington, DO 20003

Unsubsoribe block o molivDepa oy

Update Profile | Our Privagy Policy | About Constant Contact

Sent by energycommercegopnews@acrep housecommunications. gov i collaboration with

Try email markaling for fres todayi
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Message

From: Dennis, Allison [Dennis.Allison@epa.gov]

Sent: 8/1/2018 2:07:38 PM

To: Block, Molly [block.molly@epa.gov]

CC: Shimmin, Kaitlyn [shimmin.kaitlyn@epa.gov]; Rodrick, Christian [rodrick.christian@epa.gov]; Konkus, John

[konkus.john@epa.gov]; Grantham, Nancy [Grantham.Nancy@epa.gov]; Hewitt, James [hewitt.james@epa.gov];
Ringel, Aaron [ringel.aaron@epa.gov]; Zito, Kelly [ZITO.KELLY@EPA.GOV]; Hannon, Arnita [Hannon.Arnita@epa.gov];
Cook-Shyovitz, Becky [Cook-Shyovitz.Becky@epa.gov]; Bowles, Jack [Bowles.Jack@epa.gov]; Drinkard, Andrea
[Drinkard.Andrea@epa.gov]; Klasen, Matthew [Klasen.Matthew@epa.gov]; Kaiser, Sven-Erik [Kaiser.Sven-
Erik@epa.gov]; Richardson, RobinH [Richardson.RobinH@epa.gov]; Borum, Denis [Borum.Denis@epa.gov];
Mogharabi, Nahal [MOGHARABI.NAHAL@EPA.GOV]; Orquina, Jessica [Orquina.Jessica@epa.gov]; Lynn, Tricia
[lynn.tricia@epa.gov]; Coviello, Nancy [Coviello.Nancy@epa.gov]; Wade, James [Wade James@epa.gov]; Barkett,
Bonnie [Barkett.Bonnie@epa.gov]; Lieberman, Paige [Lieberman.Paige@epa.gov]

Subject: RE: 8/1 OCWD WIFIA Event & Announcement Materials: UPDATE

Attachments: OCWD WIFIA PR_FINAL.DOCX

Attached is the final release for today’s announcement. Thanks everyone for your help with making today’s event and
announcement happen! -Allison

From: Block, Molly

Sent: Wednesday, August 01, 2018 9:49 AM

To: Dennis, Allison <Dennis.Allison@epa.gov>

Cc: Shimmin, Kaitlyn <shimmin.kaitlyn@epa.gov>; Rodrick, Christian <rodrick.christian@epa.gov>; Konkus, John
<konkus.john@epa.gov>; Grantham, Nancy <Grantham.Nancy@epa.gov>; Hewitt, James <hewitt.james@epa.gov>;
Ringel, Aaron <ringel.aaron@epa.gov>; Zito, Kelly <ZITO.KELLY@EPA.GQOV>; Hannon, Arnita <Hannon.Arnita@epa.gov>;
Cook-Shyovitz, Becky <Cook-Shyovitz.Becky@epa.gov>; Bowles, Jack <Bowles.Jack@epa.gov>; Drinkard, Andrea
<Drinkard.Andrea@epa.gov>; Klasen, Matthew <Klasen.Matthew@epa.gov>; Kaiser, Sven-Erik <Kaiser.Sven-
Erik@epa.gov>; Richardson, RobinH <Richardson.RobinH@epa.gov>; Borum, Denis <Borum.Denis@epa.gov>;
Mogharabi, Nahal <MOGHARABI.NAHAL@EPA.GOV>; Orquina, Jessica <Orquina.Jessica@epa.gov>; Lynn, Tricia
<lynn.tricia@epa.gov>; Wade, James <Wade.James@epa.gov>; Morin, Jeff <Morin. Jeff@epa.gov>; Barkett, Bonnie
<Barkett.Bonnie@epa.gov>

Subject: Re: 8/1 OCWD WIFIA Event & Announcement Materials: UPDATE

Take out the apostrophe in the title for Dave. Should be EPA office of water...

For the congressman’s quote let’s to do this for attribution: ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP) | may have gotten the spelling or
district wrong but that’s how it should loock.

I’'m at the senate hearing rn but those were just a few things that popped out. Otherwise she’s fine to go.

And there’s an unnecessary comma in the second paragraph between EPA pacific southwest regional administrator and
mike Stoker.

Sent from my iPhone

On Jul 31, 2018, at 7:37 PM, Dennis, Allison <Dennis.Allison@epa.gov> wrote:

Attached is the revised release that now includes the following ! ey s peiberative Process (oF)

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)
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Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

From: Dennis, Allison

Sent: Tuesday, July 31, 2018 3:22 PM

To: Shimmin, Kaitlyn; Rodrick, Christian

Cc: Konkus, John; Grantham, Nancy; Block, Molly; Hewitt, James; Ringel, Aaron; Zito, Kelly; Hannon,
Arnita; Cook-Shyovitz, Becky; Bowles, Jack; Drinkard, Andrea; Klasen, Matthew; Kaiser, Sven-Erik;
Richardson, RobinH; Borum, Denis; Mogharabi, Nahal; Orquina, Jessica; Lynn, Tricia; Wade, James;
Morin, Jeff; Barkett, Bonnie

Subject: RE: 8/1 OCWD WIFIA Event & Announcement Materials: UPDATE

Attached is an updated RSVP list for tomorrow’s event though OWCD expects several more

RSVPS to roll in throughout the day. One update to the event itself: | Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP) |

just confirmed his attendance a few minutes ago. He will speak right after! e s vetberatve process o) !
Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP) ifso.

OWCD can do the reach out.

Outstanding items:

Social media- we need OPA’s green light on the social media pasted below.

Press Release- We are still waiting on the requested quote from | ecsoememiverrocess or) 0ffice, which his
office said will come later today. Attached is the latest version of the PR which we would like
issued by R9 at 2:30 pm eastern tomorrow w/DC amplification. Any way we can get the PR
finalized tonight so that Nahal can print copies of it to bring to tomorrow morning’s event?

Infographics- let us know if you have any edits to the attached.

EPA Homepage — Jessica- any way we can get an another homepage banner up this week or
next to mark this loan?

From: Dennis, Allison

Sent: Monday, July 30, 2018 4:26 PM

To: Shimmin, Kaitlyn <shimmin.kaitlyn@epa.gov>; Rodrick, Christian
<rodrick.christian@epa.gov>

Cc: Konkus, John <konkus.jchn@epa.gov>; Grantham, Nancy <Grantham.Nancy@epa.gov>;
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Block, Molly <block.molly@epa.gov>; Hewitt, James <hewitt.james@epa.gov>; Ringel, Aaron
<ringel.aaron@epa.gov>; Zito, Kelly <ZITO.KELLY@EPA.GOV>; Hannon, Arnita
<Hannon.Arnita@epa.gov>; Cook-Shyovitz, Becky <Cook-Shyovitz.Becky@epa.gov>; Bowles,
Jack <Bowles. Jack@epa.gov>; Drinkard, Andrea <Drinkard.Andrea@epa.gov>; Klasen, Matthew
<Klasen.Matthew@epa.gov>; Kaiser, Sven-Erik <Kaiser.Sven-Erik@epa.gov>; Richardson,
RobinH <Richardson.RebinH@epa.gov>; Borum, Denis <Borum.Denis@epa.gov>; Mogharabi,
Nahal <MOGHARABIL.NAHAL@EPA.GOV>; Lyons, Troy <lyons.troy@epa.gov>; Palich, Christian
<palich.christian@epa.gov>; Orquina, Jessica <Qrquina.lessica@epa.gov>; Lynn, Tricia
<lynn.tricia@epa.gov>; Wade, James <Wade.James@epa.gov>

Subject: RE: 8/1 OCWD WIFIA Event & Announcement Materials

Hi Kaitlyn,

Nahal Mogharabi of R9 public affairs (cc’ed) is on point for this event and she is planning to be
on site early to ensure everything is set up correctly. We will provide an updated list of
attendees tomorrow. We don’t expect any changes to the planned speaker list. See the latest
media advisory and run of show attached.

A few questions and notes to OCIR and OPA:

Congressional notifications: | attached our proposed plan for notifications that are set to take
place tomorrow afternoon.

Quotes for EPA PR: OWCD will reach out toi Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP) ito invite them to
submit a quote for our press release; We are planning to provide a quote from Dave Ross that
references the fact thati Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP) '

. Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

Advisory and Release timing- Is it ok if R9 issues the attached media advisory tomorrow (tues)
at 1 pm eastern (10 am pt) and the press release on Wednesday at 2:30 pm eastern (11:30 am
pt). We will share a revised press release for final review tomorrow, once we have the event
details firmed up.

Social Media — pasted below is draft social media for OPA approval
Infographics- attached are the final infographics for OPA approval

EPA Homepage ~ Jessica- any way we can get an another homepage banner up this week or
next to mark this loan?

Orange County Social Media
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EPA mainFB: Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

EPA Main Twitter Ex. 5 Deiiberative Brocess (bP)
Ex. 5 Dellberatlve Process (DP)
Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)
Ex. 5 Dellberatlve Process (DP)

EPA R FB: | Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

Ex. 5 Dellberatlve Process (DP)

From: Shimmin, Kaitlyn

Sent: Monday, July 30, 2018 12:00 PM

To: Rodrick, Christian <rodrick.christian@epa.gov>; Dennis, Allison <Dennis. Allison@epa.gov>
Cc: Konkus, John <konkus.jchn@epa.gov>; Grantham, Nancy <Grantham.Nancy@epa.gov>;
Block, Molly <block.molly@epa.gov>; Hewitt, James <hewitt.james@epa.gov>; Ringel, Aaron
<ringel.aaron@epa.gov>; Zito, Kelly <ZITO.KELLY@EPA.GOV>; Hannon, Arnita
<Hannon.Arnita@epa.gov>; Cook-Shyovitz, Becky <Cook-Shyovitz. Becky@epa.gov>; Bowles,
Jack <Bowles.Jack@epa.gov>; Drinkard, Andrea <Drinkard.Andrea@epa.gov>; Klasen, Matthew
<Klasen.Matthew@epa.gov>; Kaiser, Sven-Erik <Kaiser.Sven-Erik@epa.gov>; Richardson,
RobinH <Richardson.RobinH@epa.gov>; Borum, Denis <Borum.Denis@epa.gov>; Mogharabi,
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Nahal <MOGHARABIL.NAHAL@EPA.GOV>; Lyons, Troy <lyons.troy@epa.gov>; Palich, Christian
<palich.christian®@epa.gov>

Subject: RE: 8/1 OCWD WIFIA Event & Announcement Materials

Do we have an updated list of attendees? And will R9 be doing a walk through before the
event?

Thanks!

Kaitlyn Shimmin

White House Ligison

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

1200 Pennsylvania Ave., N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20460

0: (202) 564-4108<Qutlock-tnfclzgx.png>

C:

Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP)

<Qutlook-hi4i5¢pr.ong>

Shimmin Kattlvn@epa pov

From: Rodrick, Christian

Sent: Wednesday, July 25, 2018 11:05 AM

To: Dennis, Allison <Dennis.Allison@epa.gov>
Cc: Konkus, John <konkus.jichn@epa.gov>; Grantham, Nancy <Grantham.Nancy@epa.gov>;
Block, Molly <block.molly@epa.gov>; Hewitt, James <hewitt.james@epa.gov>; Shimmin,
Kaitlyn <shimmin.kaitlyn@epa.gov>; Ringel, Aaron <ringel.aaron@epa.gov>; Zito, Kelly
<ZITO.KELLY@EPA.GOV>; Hannon, Arnita <Hannon.Arnita@epa.gov>; Cook-Shyovitz, Becky

<Cook-Shyovitz.Becky@epa.gov>; Bowles, Jack <Bowles.Jack@epa.gov>; Drinkard, Andrea

<Drinkard.Andrea@epa.gov>; Klasen, Matthew <Klasen.Matthew@epa.gov>; Kaiser, Sven-Erik

<Kaiser.Sven-Erik@epa.gov>; Richardson, RobinH <Richardson.RobinH@epa.gov>; Borum,

Denis <Borum.Denis@epa.gov>; Mogharabi, Nahal <MOGHARABI.NAHAL@EPA.GOV>; Lyons,

Troy <lyons.troy@epa.gov>; Palich, Christian <palich.christian@epa.gov>
Subject: RE: 8/1 OCWD WIFIA Event & Announcement Materials
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Allison, if you're free | am around my desk now and we can chat, or we can chat later. Just let
me know what works. | am happy to have us send the invites here from HQ, or have the region
or OWCD. | just want to make sure we are at least Cc’d on any invites that go in writing to the
hill.

Re. Speaking, if timing allows it | think it makes sense to give them the opportunity to speak. |
suspect not all of them will be able to attend/want to. But better to offer if we can.

Christian Rodrick
Special Assistant
Congressional Affairs U.S. EPA

0: (202) 564-4828<Qutlook-tallld50.png>

From: Dennis, Allison

Sent: Wednesday, July 25, 2018 11:01 AM

To: Rodrick, Christian <rodrick.christian@epa.gov>

Cc: Konkus, John <konkus.john@epa.gov>; Grantham, Nancy <Grantham . Nancy@epa.gov>;
Block, Molly <block.molly@epa.gov>; Hewitt, James <hewitt.james@epa.gov>; Shimmin,
Kaitlyn <shimmin.kaitlyn@epa.gov>; Ringel, Aaron <ringel.aaron@epa.gov>; Zito, Kelly
<ZITO.KELLY@EPA.GOV>; Hannon, Arnita <Hannon.Arnita@epa.gov>; Cook-Shyovitz, Becky
<Cook-Shvovitz.Becky@epa.gov>; Bowles, Jack <Bowles. Jack@epa.gov>; Drinkard, Andrea
<Drinkard.Andrea@epa.gov>; Klasen, Matthew <Klasen.Matthew@epa.gov>; Kaiser, Sven-Erik
<Kaiser.Sven-Erik@epa.gov>; Richardson, RobinH <Richardson.RobinH@epa.gov>; Borum,
Denis <Borum.Denis@epa.gov>; Mogharabi, Nahal <MOGHARABI.NAHAL@EPA.GOV>; Lyons,
Troy <lyons.troy@epa.gov>; Palich, Christian <palich.christian@epa.gov>

Subject: Re: 8/1 OCWD WIFIA Event & Announcement Materials

Hi Christian,

Thank you for the quick and helpful feedback. Yep, we have ex s peliverative Process 0P) ion our invitee
list and we will! Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP) to that invitee list too.
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Yes, OWCD got a little ahead of us and did all of the reach out to invited speakers so far.

RE: Ex.5 Deliberative Process (DP) are you interested in having any of them speak at the event
or receive a special call to invite them to event? If so, do you have a preference for who does the
reach out?

Are you comfortable with OWCD/R9 issuing the invitation text out to the invitee list today?
Happy to give you a call to talk this through too! -Allison

From: Rodrick, Christian

Sent: Wednesday, July 25, 2018 10:46 AM

To: Dennis, Allison

Cc: Konkus, John; Grantham, Nancy; Block, Molly; Hewitt, James; Shimmin, Kaitlyn; Ringel,
Aaron; Zito, Kelly; Hannon, Arnita; Cook-Shyovitz, Becky; Bowles, Jack; Drinkard, Andrea;
Klasen, Matthew; Kaiser, Sven-Erik; Richardson, RobinH; Borum, Denis; Mogharabi, Nahal;
Lyons, Troy; Palich, Christian

Subject: Re: 8/1 OCWD WIFIA Event & Announcement Materials

Hey Allison,

Thanks for this. Definitely think it makes to have | Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

Additionally ; Ex.5 Deiiberative Process (DP)

i
op) |
55 1!

Who has done the invites so far? We are happy to do invites here at HQ, or have the region do
them. HQ would just liked to be looped in. Happy to speak directly if that’s helpful.

Thanks,

Christian Rodrick
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Sent from my iPhone

OnJul 25, 2018, at 10:43 AM, Dennis, Allison <Dennis.Allison@epa.gov> wrote:

Attached for your review is this announcement’s:

e rollout plan

e« 8/1R9 press release

s 7/31R9 media advisory

o event run of show

» invitation text (with your approval, we would like to issue this today to
the attached invitee list (excel chart)

e updated project fact sheet

These materials reflect initial input from OCIR and have been approved by
borrower and R9. Edits welcome. I am sharing these materials with Lee for
review tonight. Social Media and infographics will come later today.

A few outstanding questions/notes:

Event Speakers and Invitee List: OWCD reached out to the following to speak
at the event:

. | Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

Do you want to invite anyone else to speak at this event? If so, who do you prefer
does the reach out (OWCD, R9, etc?) Also, is there anyone else we should on our
invitation list-- perhaps: Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP) ?

Quotes for the Press Release: We think it makes sense to invite | e soeiberatve process o) |
| Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP) if you agree, OWCD has offered to do the reach
out for the quote since they already in communications with his office. does this
work for you? Is there anyone else you would like to invite to submit a quote?

OCIR congressional notifications: We are very interested in hearing your
preference on who gets a call/who’s doing the call/timing of the call. See our
rollout plan for suggested timing. R9 and Sven’s team stands ready to help!

Thanks! -Allison
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<0OC WIFIA Rollout_071018.docx>

<OCWD WIFIA PR_072318.docx>
<OCWD_WIFIAProjectFactsheet LoanCloseV3.doox>
<Media Advisory OCWD WIFIA Event DRAFT 7 25 18.docx>
<OCWD WIFIA Event Invitaion DRAFT 7 25 18.docx>
<WIFIA Loan Announcement Invite List.xIsx>

<OCWD WIFIA PR_073118.docx>
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Message

From: Tamara Ward [tward@somdnews.com]

Sent: 9/17/2019 10:11:11 PM

To: Hackel, Angela [Hackel.Angela@epa.gov]

CC: White, Terri-A [White.Terri-A@epa.gov]; Press [Press@epa.gov]
Subject: Re: The Calvert Recorder - Request for Interview

Thanks!

0On 9/17/19 5:44 PM, Hackel, Angela wrote:

Hi Tamara,
Please attribute the responses to Andrea Woods.
Thanks,

Angela

From: Tamara Ward <tward@somdnews.com>

Sent: Tuesday, September 17, 2019 5:36 PM

To: Hackel, Angela <Hackel.Angela@epa.gov>

Cc: White, Terri-A <White.Terri-A@epa.gov>; Press <Press@epa.gov>
Subject: Re: The Calvert Recorder - Request for Interview

Thanks so much. Our paper policy is to have a name for attribution. Well | attribute the responses to
you?

Sent from my iPhone

On Sep 17, 2019, at 4:42 PM, Hackel, Angela <Hackel.Angela@epa.gov> wrote:

Hi Tamara,

Please see our response to your inquiry below.
Attributable to an EPA Spokesperson

1. How are the recent changes to the Clean Water Act under the current
administration lessening water pollution and improving water quality, if at
all?

Water quality will not be harmed as EPA and the Army repeal the unlawful
Obama Administration WOTUS rule and restore longstanding and familiar Clean
Water Act regulations. The final Step 1 rule will end the regulatory patchwork
that included implementing two competing Clean Water Act regulations, which
created uncertainty across the United States. The agencies have finalized a rule
that repeals the 2015 rule defining “waters of the United States” and reinstating
the pre-existing regulatory definition that will be administered consistent with
Supreme Court decisions, agency guidance documents, and longstanding practice.
These pre-2015 Rule regulations are currently being implemented in 27 states.
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2. Do the recent changes to the Clean Water Act revert the regulations to the
level of protections established in the 1970s?

This final rule recodifies the regulatory text defining “waters of the United States”
that existed prior to the 2015 Rule, last finalized in the mid-1980s. The agencies
will implement the pre-2015 regulations informed by applicable agency guidance
documents and consistent with Supreme Court decisions and longstanding agency
practice.

3. Does the recent changes to the Clean Water remove all the regulatory
changes implemented in 2015 under the Obama Administration?

The final rule repeals the 2015 Rule in its entirety and restores the regulatory text
that existed prior to the 2015 Rule. The agencies will implement the pre-2015
Rule regulations informed by applicable agency guidance documents and
consistent with Supreme Court decisions and longstanding agency practice. As
stated above, the 2015 Rule, which is not about water quality, is not in effect in 27
states.

4. How do the recent changes to the Clean Water Act impact small streams, wetlands
and drinking water supplies?

Please see the economic analysis for the final rule on EPA’s website for a discussion of
the potential changes in CWA jurisdiction.

EPA notes that there is no existing map of jurisdictional water under the CWA under any
regulatory definition of “waters of the United States”; therefore, any quantitative
estimate of a change of stream miles is fraught with uncertainty. The agencies note that
in the economic analysis for the final rule, the agencies are taking into consideration
existing state programs regulating waters that would no longer be jurisdictional under
the 2015 Rule to better reflect the important roles that states play in managing their
water resources.

5. Are provisions regulating pesticides and nutrient run-off from agriculture
removed or lessened?
No.

Thanks,

Angela

From: Tamara Ward <tward@somdnews.com>
Sent: Tuesday, September 17, 2019 11:42 AM
To: Hackel, Angela <Hackel.Angela@epa.gov>; White, Terri-A <White Terri-A@epa.gov>

Cc: Press <Press@epa.gov>
Subject: Re: Fwd: The Calvert Recorder - Request for Interview

Just checking in. Any progress with my request?

On 9/16/19 11:09 AM, Tamara Ward wrote:
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Thank you!

On 9/16/19 11:08 AM, Hackel, Angela wrote:

Seife v. EPA (1:19-cv-05190)

Hi Tamara,

Thanks for sending these questions. | will get back to
you as soon as | can.

Thanks,

Angela

From: Tamara Ward <tward@somdnews.com>

Sent: Monday, September 16, 2019 11:04 AM

To: Hackel, Angela <Hackel. Angela@epa.gov>; White,
Terri-A <White.Terri-A@epa.gov>

Cc: Press <Press@epa.gov>

Subject: Re: Fwd: The Calvert Recorder - Request for
Interview

Thanks for responding.

I am a reporter for Southern Maryland Newspapers.
Our region is home to the Chesapeake Bay and the
Patuxent River. In the Southern Maryland region we
have a nuclear plant, gas plant and coal plant. So,
genuinely there is concern about industrial pollution
being discharged in the local waters.

How are the recent changes to the Clean Water
Act under the current administration lessening water
pollution and improving water quality, if at all?

Do the recent changes to the Clean Water Act
revert the regulations to the level of protections
established in the 1970s?

Does the recent changes to the Clean Water
remove all the regulatory changes implemented in
2015 under the Obama Administration?

How do the recent changes to the Clean Water
Act impact small streams, wetlands and drinking
water supplies?

Are provisions regulating pesticides and nutrient
run-off from agriculture removed or lessened?

Any other info you'd like to share?

0On 9/16/19 9:54 AM, Hackel, Angela wrote:

HI Tamara,

7.31.2020
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| can help you with your request. Can
you please send me your specific
questions and deadline?

Thanks,

Angela

Angela Hackel

Senior Advisor

Office of Public Affairs

Office of the Administrator

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC 20460

Office: 202.566.2977

i !
Cel |': Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) :
! i
Limimimimim ittt e s e -

From: Tamara Ward
<tward@somdnews.com>

Sent: Monday, September 16, 2019
9:49 AM

To: White, Terri-A <White.Terri-
A@epa.gov>

Cc: Press <Press@epa.gov>

Subject: Re: Fwd: The Calvert Recorder
- Request for Interview

Thank you. My deadline is tomorrow
4 p.m.

Tamara

On 9/16/19 9:47 AM, White, Terri-A
wrote:

Good morning,
Tamara

I'm referring
your request for
an interview to
EPA’s national
press office
(copied) Someone
there will get
back to you.

Thanks.

Terri White
EPA Region 3

7.31.2020
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Good
morni

ng,
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can't
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t on
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activ
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Press
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er to
help
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Best,
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Direc
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Chesa
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Bay
Progr
am |
Allia
nce
for
the
Chesa
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for
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Hello
Felve

Would
you
be
avail
able
early
this
week
to
discu
ss
via
phone
the
recen

roll
backs
in
the
clean
water
act?

Tamar
a

Sent
from

my
iPhon
e

-- Tamara Ward Staff Writer The
Calvert Recorder
http://www.somdnews.com/recorder/
240-801-2240

-- Tamara Ward Staff Writer The Calvert Recorder
http://www.somdnews.com/recorder/ 240-801-2240

-- Tamara Ward Staff Writer The Calvert Recorder
http://www.somdnews.com/recorder/ 240-801-2240

-- Tamara Ward Staff Writer The Calvert Recorder
http://www.somdnews.com/recorder/ 240-801-2240

-- Tamara Ward Staff Writer The Calvert Recorder http://www.somdnews.com/recorder/ 240-801-2240
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Message

From: Daguillard, Robert [Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov]
Sent: 11/14/2018 5:16:44 PM

To: Johnson, Wesley [wesjohnson@springfi.gannett.com]
CC: Press [Press@epa.gov]

Subject: RE: TCE issue in Springfield, Mo.

Good afternoon (morning to you), Wes,
On background — 1.e., for attribution to U.S. EPA,” please:

For TCE, the Agency has stated that we are moving torward on a risk evaluation, and that that evaluation will
include the uses that were in the proposed rule. Conducting these evaluations does not preclude EPA from
tinalizing the proposed regulation if through its evaluation EPA determines that any of the conditions of use
present unreasonable risk. EPA has concluded that the Agency’s assessment of the potential risks will be more
robust if these conditions of use are evaluated by applying standards and guidance under amended TSCA. In
particular, this includes ensuring the evaluation is consistent with the scientific standards in Section 26 of TSCA
(including systematic review approaches).

This approach was stated in the Problem Formulation document for this chemical that EPA made available in June
2018.

EPA’s national primary drinking water regulation for TCE can be found here:
bipsy/ Swww.epaeon/ grouwsd-water-and-drinking-water/ tanonalprimare-donking-waterresulaiions

There are no national ambient air standards for air toxics such as TCE. Instead, the Clean Air Act requires EPA to
regulate emissions of 187 toxic air pollutants (including TCE) and to take steps to reduce pollution by requiring
sources to install controls or change production processes.

For more air-related information, you may want to contact the Occupational Safety and Health Administration
(OSHA).

Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard

Office of Media Relations

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC

+1 (202) 564-6618 (0)

Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) | (M)

From: Johnson, Wesley <wesjohnson@springfi.gannett.com>
Sent: Tuesday, November 13, 2018 3:07 PM

Te: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov>

Cc: Press <Press@epa.gov>

Subject: TCE issue in Springfield, Mo.

Hello Robert,
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We have a long-running TCE contamination issue from a now-closed Litton Industries plant in Springfield, Mo. I'm trying
to find out two things:

Does EPA have a maximum parts per million exposure limit for human contact with TCE, either in groundwater or air?
| believe | read that EPA has proposed banning the use of TCE (January 2017). Did that ban ever go into effect?

Here's a fact-sheet link from our Missouri Department of Natural Resources about the TCE problem and attempts to
remedy it: hitns//dar mo cov/env/hwp/stund/docs/Iitton-facisheet pdf

Thanks for any help you can provide. My deadline to publish is mid morning tomorrow.

Wes Johnson reporter Springfield News-Leader 417-836-1243
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Message

From: Daguillard, Robert [Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov]
Sent: 9/17/2019 3:48:39 PM

To: Sharon Lerner [sharon.lerner@theintercept.com]
CC: Press [Press@epa.gov]

Subject: SHARON: Your guestions on the PFAS inventory

Good morning Sharon,

We apologize protusely tor getting back to you so late. Andrea Drinkard is in meetings most, if not all, of the day,
so she’s asked me to forward you the following responses. We also have your tollow-up question, which we hope to
answer very soon.

Thanks again for your patience and understanding. Let us know if you can update your story.
For attribution to “an EPA Spokesperson,” please:

What does it mean for a chemical to be labeled as “ACTIVE” on the inventory? i.e. what are the criteria for an
“ACTIVE” designation?

A. TSCA, as amended by the Frank R. Lautenberg Chemical Safety for the 21* Century Act, requires
EPA to designate chemical substances on the TSCA Chemical Substance Inventory (“Inventory™)
as either “active” or “inactive” in U.S. commerce. EPA finalized a rule requiring industry reporting
of chemical manufactured (including imported) or processed in the U.S. over a 10-year period
ending on June 21, 2016. This reporting was completed on October 5, 2018 and was used to identify
which chemical substances on the TSCA Inventory are active in U.S. commerce. Learn more about
the TSCA DIoventory Motificaton rule.

Has EPA ever denied approval ot a PEAS PMNP? If so, on how many occasions?

A. EPA does not “deny approval” of PMNs. EPA must make one of five determinations following
review of a PMN to determine if the chemical substance presents unreasonable risks to health
or the environment. If EPA determines that the available information in a PMN is insufficient
to allow the Agency to make a reasoned evaluation of the health and environmental effects of
the new chemical substance or significant new use; or in the absence of sufficient information
to permit the Administrator to make such an evaluation, the manufacture, processing,
distribution in commerce, use, or disposal of such substance may present an unreasonable risk
to health or the environment; or such substance is or will be produced in substantial quantities,
and such substance either enters or may be reasonably anticipated to enter the environment or
there is or may be substantial human exposure, A must issue an order under section 5(e). If
EPA determines that the substance will present unreasonable risk, EPA musi issue an ordes
under secuon 5(0,. EPA typically regulates PFAS substances submitted as PMNs which may
present unreasonable risks with an order under section 5(e).

A section 5(e) order may prohibit or limit the manufacture (including import), processing,
distribution in commerce, use, or disposal to the extent necessary to protect against an
unreasonable risk, and may include testing requirements. A section 5(e) order typically contains
some or all of the following requirements as conditions:

o Testing for toxicity or environmental fate once a certain production volume or time period is
reached

o Use of worker personal protective equipment
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Mew Chemdoal Exposure Limds (NCELs) for worker protection
Hazard communication language

Distribution and use restrictions

Restrictions on releases to water, air and/or land, and
Recordkeeping.

o O O O O

Since 2006, when the PFOA Stewardship Initiative began, until early February 2019, EPA placed
restrictions on 142 new PFAS chemical substances received as PMNs through the issuance of
section 5(e) orders.

During that same time period, there have been 44 occasions where a PMN submitter decided to
withdraw their PMN for a PFAS substance.

In addition to PMNs, EPA also receives Low Volume Exemption Applications (LVEs) for
TSCA new chemical substances. For exemption applications, EPA decides whether to grant or
deny the exemption application. Since 2006, when the PFOA Stewardship Initiative began, until
early February 2019, EPA denied 49 LVEs for PFAS substances. Two other LVEs were
withdrawn by the submitter during this time period.

Has EPA looked for water contamination from any of these specific PFAS compounds that I will mention in the
article, which I’ll list below by their CAS numbers?

647-42-7

67584-55-8

34454-97-2

375-72-4

65545-80-4

One attorney I spoke to tor the story was critical of EPA’s handling of the chemicals. In particular, she called the
EPA’s approach to PFAS "an unmitigated disaster.” She also said that "EPA has done nothing to stem the tide of
these chemicals into commerce, the environment and human bodies.” and that EPA could have used its authority
"in a meaningtul way but instead it has taken tiny baby steps that have really not been protective.”

Would EPA like to comment?
A. Please see the previous answer.

If a company that makes a chemical submits testing as required by EPA in a consent order, are the results of those
tests required to be publicly available? If so, might I find them through Chemview? If they’re not available through
Chemview, 1s there another way to tind them?

A. Section 5 orders, including orders for PFAS chemicals, can be found by searching EPA’s
ChemView database. In some cases, EPA has not received testing because the production volume
triggering the testing was not met. EPA has not yet made test data submitted pursuant to section 5
orders available in ChemView. ChemView currently houses Section 5 test data that was received
within a new PMN submission that was received after 5/31/19. Sanitized versions—a version of the
document that removes Confidential Business Information (CBI)—of tests submitted pursuant to
orders can be obtained by filing a Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) request.

Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard
Communications Officer (Detail)
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Office of Chemical Safety

and Pollution Prevention

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC

+1 (202) 564-6618 (0O)

Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) E(M)
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Message

From: Daguillard, Robert [Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov]

Sent: 7/20/2018 11:15:51 PM

To: David Reynolds [dreynolds@iwpnews.com]

CC: Press [Press@epa.gov]

Subject: Re: Inquiry from Inside EPA newsletter about public comments

David, also for attribution to an agency spokesperson, please:

“EPA plans to prepare a summary of the comments received, both written and verbal, and that summary will be
emailed directly to all meeting participants and will also be posted online

at https.//'www.epa.gov/enforcement/new-owner-clean-air-act-audit-program-oil-and-natural -gas-exploration-
and-production. ”

Robert Daguillard

U.S. EPA

Office of Media Relations
Washington D.C.

r Y
E Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) I\M)

202-564-66187(0)

On Jul 17, 2018, at 3:46 PM, David Reynolds <dreynolds@iwpnews.com> wrote:

Hello:

I'would like to ask if there is a public docket for comments submitted on EPA's draft audit policy
for new owners of oil and gas facilities.

EPA took comment on the draft policy through July 2.
https://'www.epa.gov/enforcement/new-owner-clean-air-act-audit-program-otl-and-natural-sas-
exploration-and-production

If there is no public docket, is it possible for EPA to provide a copy of the comments received? If
not, could you provide a brief explanation why comments on this draft policy are not publicly
available when comments on most other draft EPA rules and guidance documents are made
available through regulations gov?

I'would appreciate any assistance you can provide.

Sincerely,

Dave

Inside EPA newsletter
703-416-8541
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Message

From: Daguillard, Robert [Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov]

Sent: 7/20/2018 11:14:02 PM

To: David Reynolds [dreynolds@iwpnews.com]

CC: Press [Press@epa.gov]

Subject: Re: Inquiry from Inside EPA newsletter RMP rule and enforcement
Hullo David,

For attribution to “an EPA Spokesperson,” please:

Based on the specific factual circumstances of MFA’s compliance history, EPA determined that as part of the
settlement agreement it was appropriate that a third party verify the company’s compliance.

EPA addressed the reasonability of an enforcement-led approach to third-party audits in lieu of a uniform
regulatory standard in the Risk Management Program (RMP) Reconsideration Proposal (Please refer to 83 FR
24850, May 30, 2018). Discussion of the enforcement-led approach to third-party audits is on page 24872 of
the proposed rule.

To access the rule, please visit: https//www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2018-05-30/pdf/2018-11059.pdf.”

Robert Daguillard

U.S. EPA

Office of Media Relations
Washington D.C.
: Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) E(M)
202-564-6618 (O)

On Jul 20, 2018, at 1:22 PM, David Reynolds <dreynolds@iwpnews.com> wrote:

Hello:

I am working on a story about EPA and the Justice Department's announcement July 2 of a
proposed settlement with MFA Incorporated that requires that the company conduct third-party
audits and publicize data on future accidents on its website.

See here: https://www.epa.gov/newsreleases/justice-department-epa-reach-settlement-mfa-
incorporated-and-mfa-enterprises

Environmentalists argue that this enforcement action shows that EPA supports third-party audits
and facility disclosure as ways of preventing future accidents and fault the agency's proposal to
revise the Obama-era update to the RMP rule as politically motivated.

Additionally, the story cites documents posted to EPA's public docket for the revision rule
showing that the federal inter-agency review of the proposed version backed industry
commenters' arguments that it is unclear whether third-party audits provide greater benefits that
facilities' own audits.
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I wanted to ask if EPA could provide any statement on why the agency is imposing third-party
audits through an enforcement action while at the same time rolling back a requirement for those
protections in a recent rulemaking?

And if it is possible to address the environmentalists' assertion that EPA's backing of third-party
audits in enforcement shows that the agency supports those measures for preventing disasters
and that the roll back is politically motivated -- that would also be helpful.

We are planning to run the story this afternoon so any response before 5 or 5:30 would be
helpful. I'm sorry for the late notice. If a response comes later than that or next week we would
update the story.

I'would appreciate any assistance you can provide.
Sincerely,
Dave

Inside I'PA newsletter
703-416-8541
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Message

From: Daguillard, Robert [Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov]
Sent: 7/31/2018 8:04:24 PM

To: Stephen Steed [ssteed@arkansasonline.com]
CC: Press [Press@epa.gov]

Subject: RE: dicamba-aprkansas

Stephen, for attribution to "an EPA Spokesperson,' please:
Question 1: Does the EPA have an estimate when it will release its decision on re-registering dicamba
(Xtendimax, etc.) for in-crop use? (I hear August is the timeline.)

Response 1: We are reviewing the current use restrictions on the labels for dicamba formulations. our
goal is to make a regulatory decision in time for growers to make informed seed purchase decisions for
the next planting season.

Question 2: wWhat is the EPA doing as it makes that decision? (Are EPA representatives visiting farmers,
regulators, etc. in states currently reporting dicamba damage and fielding complaints?)

Response 2: . EPA is working closely with our regulatory partners in the affected states and the
registrants to better understand concerns. EPA representatives are visiting growers in several affected
states and gathering input from state and industry agriculture experts and university crop scientists.
EPA will use all the available evidence to evaluate whether the new restrictions are minimizing damage to
neighboring crops and other sensitive plants.

Question 3: Is the EPA considering damage to non-ag interests (backyard gardens, decorative trees and
shrubs) as it considers re-registration?

Response 3: EPA is aware of field reports of off-field and non-target crop damage related to the use of
dicamba. We are actively collecting this information from states and EPA regional personnel 1in order to
fully understand the circumstances and scope of the issues. Note that past reports include claims of
damage to residential/ornamental gardens, but are mostly to non-dicamba resistant soybean. EPA has some
incident reports on peaches, melons, tomatoes, cantaloupe, grapes, pumpkins, alfalfa, non-dicamba-
resistant cotton, peanuts, peas, organic crops, and other non-target crops.

Question 4: Is the EPA demanding improvements by dicamba manufacturers to its formulations?
EPA is in the information gathering stage of 1its decision-making process regarding dicamba
registrations. All regulatory options are on the table.

Question 5: Under FIFRA, which requires manufacturers to report to the EPA any “adverse” incidents
regarding their products, how many such reports were filed with the EPA by Monsanto, Dow and BASF
regarding dicamba’s use last season? (The last time I asked about this, you cited a “fluid” situation and
declined specifics. I presume last year’s problems aren’t so fluid now.)

Response 5: You would need to file a Freedom of Information Act request to obtain this information. Many
documents submitted for pesticide regulatory purposes contain Confidential Business Information that by
Taw cannot be released to the public. The FOIA process redacts CBI so the documents can be released. For
more information or to make a FOIA request, see: https://www.epa.gov/foia.

Question 6: Arkansas banned dicamba for in-crop use after April 16 yet has received more than 150
complaints of alleged dicamba damage. Soybean damage has been estimated at 400,000 acres in Arkansas —
and 500,000 acres in I11inois, and 100,000 acres in Missouri, two states that allowed in-crop use. what
does that tell the EPA about dicamba’s future for in-crop use?

Response 6: EPA will consider all available information in its decision-making process. The agency 1is in
regular contact with farmers, researchers, and agricultural companies to remain informed of any dicamba
issues occurring in the 2018 growing season.

Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard

office of Media Relations

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
washington, DC

+1 (202) 564-6618 (0)

E Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) | (M)

————— original Message-----

From: Stephen Steed [mailto:ssteed@arkansasonline.com]
Sent: Friday, July 20, 2018 3:39 PM

To: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov>
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Subject: Re: dicamba-aprkansas

I have no specific story in mind yet, but it’s something that I’11 tackle in the next few days. It’s time
to make another road trip into dicamba country of Arkansas.
I am free for a call anytime, Robert.

Stephen Steed
Arkansas Democrat-Gazette
501-399-3654

on Jul 20, 2018, at 1:03 PM, Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov> wrote:

Good afternoon Stephen,

Let me look into this for you. when are you planning to publish your story? we'll work on answers to
our questions in coming days, but would you have time for a brief off-the-record chat this afternoon.?

Cheers, R.

Robert baguillard

office of Media Relations

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
+1 (202) 564-6618 (0)

i Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) ! )

————— original Message-----

From: Stephen Steed [mailto:ssteed@arkansasonline.com]

Sent: Friday, July 20, 2018 12:44 PM

To: Daguillard, Robert <baguillard.Robert@epa.gov>; Lynn, Tricia <lynn.tricia@epa.gov>
Subject: dicamba-aprkansas

Good morning, Robert and Tricia

we’ve corresponded a few times over the last nine months or go regarding dicamba.

VVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVYYVYVVVYV

Does the EPA have an estimate when it will release its decision on re-registering dicamba (Xtendimax,
etc.) for din-crop use? (I hear August is the timeline.) what is the EPA doing as it makes that decision?
(Are EPA representatives visiting farmers, regulators, etc. in states currently reporting dicamba damage
and fielding complaints?) Is the EPA considering damage to non-ag interests (backyard gardens, decorative
trees and shrubs) as it considers re-registration?

> Is the EPA demanding improvements by dicamba manufacturers to its formulations?

> Under FIFRA, which requires manufacturers to report to the EPA any “adverse” incidents regarding their
products, how many such reports were filed with the EPA by Monsanto, Dow and BASF regarding dicamba’s use
last season? (The last time I asked about this, you cited a “fluid” situation and declined specifics. I
presume last year’s problems aren’t so fluid now.)

>

> Arkansas banned dicamba for in-crop use after April 16 yet has received more than 150 complaints of
alleged dicamba damage. Soybean damage has been estimated at 400,000 acres in Arkansas — and 500,000
acres in I1linois, and 100,000 acres in Missouri, two states that allowed in-crop use. what does that
tell the EPA about dicamba’s future for in-crop use?

Thanks much.
Stephen Steed

Arkansas Democrat-Gazette
501-399-3654

VVVVVVVVYV
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Message

From: regionalpress [regionalpress@epa.gov]

Sent: 7/31/2018 4:51:39 PM

To: Konkus, John [konkus.john@epa.gov]; Hewitt, James [hewitt.james@epa.gov]; Abboud, Michael
[abboud.michael@epa.gov]; Block, Molly [block.molly@epa.gov]; Bowman, Liz [Bowman.Liz@epa.gov]

Subject: FW: Indianapolis Star {Sarah Bowman) requests not for attribution backgrounder on Amphenol. Reporter will talk to

program experts on Aug 1. OPA will moderate phone call.

From: Arcaute, Francisco

Sent: Tuesday, July 31, 2018 4:51:37 PM (UTC+00:00) Monrovia, Reykjavik

To: regionalpress; Kelley, Jeff; Rowan, Anne

Subject: RE: Indianapolis Star (Sarah Bowman) requests not for attribution backgrounder on Amphenol. Reporter will
talk to program experts on Aug 1. OPA will moderate phone call.

Yes.

Francisco Arcaute
US EPA R5 press office
312 886 7613

From: regionalpress

Sent: Tuesday, July 31, 2018 11:51 AM

To: Arcaute, Francisco <Arcaute.Francisco@epa.gov>; regionalpress <regionalpress@epa.gov>; Kelley, Jeff
<kelley.jeff@epa.gov>; Rowan, Anne <rowan.anne@epa.gov>

Subject: RE: Indianapolis Star (Sarah Bowman) requests not for attribution backgrounder on Amphenol. Reporter will
talk to program experts on Aug 1. OPA will moderate phone call.

Is this the franklin, in site ?

Nancy Grantham

Office of Public Affairs

US Environmental Protection Agency
202-564-6879 (desk)

: Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) ‘m0b“e!

From: Arcaute, Francisco

Sent: Tuesday, July 31, 2018 11:22 AM

To: regionalpress <regionalpress@espa.zov>; Kelley, Jeff <kslley.ieff@epn.cov>; Rowan, Anne <rowan.anns@epa.gow>
Subject: Indianapolis Star {Sarah Bowman) requests not for attribution backgrounder on Amphenol. Reporter will talk to
program experts on Aug 1. OPA will moderate phone call.

Indianapolis Star (Sarah Bowman) requests not for attribution backgrounder on Amphenol. Reporter
will talk to program experts on Aug 1. OPA will moderate phone call.

Sarah Bowman
Indianapolis Star

(m) : Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) :
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(0) 317-444-6129
Sarah. Bowman@hindysiar com

Francisco Arcaute
US EPA R5 press office
312 886 7613
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Message

From: scarignan@bloombergenvironment.com [scarignan@bloombergenvironment.com]
Sent: 7/20/2018 7:10:44 PM

To: Daguillard, Robert [Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov]; Press [Press@epa.gov]

CC: Reyes, Brenda [Reyes.Brenda@epa.gov]; Rodriguez, Elias [Rodriguez.Elias@epa.gov]
Subject: RE: Superfund sites and hurricane preparedness

Received; thanks very much, all. I'll be back in touch if | have any questions.

From: Daguillard, Robert [mailto:Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov]

Sent: Friday, July 20, 2018 3:08 PM

To: Carignan, Sylvia <scarignan@bloombergenvironment.com>; Press <Press@epa.gov>
Cc: Reyes, Brenda <Reyes.Brenda@epa.gov>; Rodriguez, Elias <Rodriguez.Elias@epa.gov>
Subject: RE: Superfund sites and hurricane preparedness

Hullo Sylvia,
For attrbution to “an EPA spokesperson,” please:

QUESTION 1: Which EPA regions are most engaged in hurricane preparedness efforts this year?

RESPONSE 1: EPA views disaster preparedness as a national priority. All regions, as well as headquarters, are
engaged in hurricane and general disaster preparedness planning. However, the eastern, central and southern coastal
regions are at the greatest vulnerability of direct impacts.

For additional information on how EPA’s role in emergency response and how it’s preparing tor the 2018 hurricane
season, please visit: htipa:/ Swww epa.cov/ nowsreleases/ coa-oropares- 201 8-hwricane-season-bulding less

learned-sustaned-smereency.

QUESTION 2: What are those regions doing differently this year to ensure Superfund sites and their
managers, owners, PRPs, and communities are prepared for severe weather and potential hazardous waste
releases?

RESPONSE 2: In a number of cases, existing treatment systems, such as pump-and-treat systems at several sites
treating contaminated groundwater, were forced out of service due to storm damage, which could be repaired
relatively quickly but were then out of service for much longer because of area-wide infrastructure damage
(primarily damage to the electric grid). EPA has been working at private-party lead sites and the federally-funded
sites to identity opportunities for resiliency in these systems that would allow them to be brought back online more
quickly after another storm.

Region 4 has assessed the vulnerability of all Superfund remedial sites in the Region relative to potential hurricane
impacts (e.g. in flood zones, active remediation in place, etc.). Non-hazardous materials such as Investigation
Derived Waste (IDW) are managed so that there are no potential impacts to public health or the environment.

QUESTION 3: At Superfund sites that were hit by Harvey, Irma, or Maria last year, are repairs or other
recovery work still needed at this point?

RESPONSE 3: EPA completed damage assessments at all Superfund sites in Puerto Rico and the U.S. Virgin
Islands to determine if the sites were attected by Hurricane Maria and conducted follow-up actions, such as
securing site fences and other structural repairs. While there were minor impacts to a small number of Superfund
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sites in Puerto Rico, the Agency did not identity any major spills or releases from Superfund sites associated with
Hurricane Maria. All hurnicane-related response actions and repairs at these sites have been completed.

Based on assessments completed in Region 4, there was no significant damage to Superfund sites resulting from
Hurricane Irma. In addition, there is no ongoing hurricane-related repair or other recovery at this time in Region 4.

All tollow-up actions and repairs have been completed at sites affected by Hurricane Harvey.

QUESTION 4: At those specific sites, are additional preparation plans in place for severe weather this
year? If so, what are those additional plans?

RESPONSE 4: In Region 2, EPA has approximately 60 personnel on the ground in Puerto Rico and the U.S.
Virgin Islands dedicated to hurricane response and recovery. Agency personnel are coordinating with the Regional
Emergency Operations Center in Edison, New Jersey on those efforts, as well as ensuring readiness tor future
storm events, such as the recent preparations and readiness tor Hurricane Beryl earlier this month.

There are more generators in place 1n Puerto Rico today than in the past. These generators could be used to power
ground water pump and treat systems at Superfund sites, if needed. Furthermore, EPA statt continue to be on the
island maintaining and retueling generators in case they are needed for future responses.

In Region 6, EPA 1s working with the responsible parties at the US Oil and Recovery site in Pasadena, Texas to
tully remove any remaining on-site materials left at the former waste water treatment plant.

QUESTION 5: I’d also like to know whether the following action was directed by EPA specifically to
prepare the site for severe weather (reference to R6 press release: “EPA Directs Additional Repairs for San
Jacinto River Waste Pits Superfund Site”).

RESPONSE 5: Repairs at the San Jacinto River Waste Pits site were directed as soon as the damage was known;
these repairs are underway. The survey of the cap was part of a routine inspection.

Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard

Office of Media Relations

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC

+1 (202) 564-6618 (0)

Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) (M)

From: scarisnan®@bloombergenvironment.com [mailtoscariznani@bloombergenvironment.com]
Sent: Friday, July 20, 2018 9:28 AM

To: Press <Press@epa.gov>

Cc: Reyes, Brenda <Beyes.Brenda@epa.gov>; Rodriguez, Elias <Rodrizusz Flas@®epa.gov>
Subject: RE: Superfund sites and hurricane preparedness

Hi all — Has this been received? Please let me know. My deadline is still today at 3.

From: Carignan, Sylvia
Sent: Thursday, July 19, 2018 10:55 AM
To: 'Press' <Pressi@ens.gov>
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Cc: reyes.brenda@epa.gov' <reves. brenda@epa.gov>; 'rodriguez.elias@epa.gov' <rodrizuer.eliasd@@epa.gov>
Subject: RE: Superfund sites and hurricane preparedness

I'd also like to know whether the following action was directed by EPA specifically to prepare the site for severs
weather

EPA Directs Additional Repairs for

San Jacinto River Waste Pits Superfund Site

Media contact: R6Press(éepa gov

DALLAS — (June 29, 2018) EPA is directing the potentially responsible parties of the San Jacinto River Waste
Pits Superfund site in Texas to take immediate action to address damage to the protective cap. Initial repairs
will begin shortly at the damaged areas where the protective rock was missing. Upon completion, EPA will
inspect the final repair.

EPA received preliminary data from sediment samples collected by EPA’s dive team from twenty-two small
areas measuring up to 50 square feet at the San Jacinto River Waste Pits Superfund site. Samples from twenty-
two of the areas confirmed the protective cap is absent and the underlying waste material was exposed. The
preliminary sample showed dioxins up to 60,500 ng/kg. EPA recommended clean up level for the site is 30

ng/kg.

EPA has directed both International Paper and Industrial Maintenance Corporation, the potentially responsible
parties (PRPs) for the San Jacinto Waste Pits Superfund site in Harris County, to take steps to ensure that the
exposed waste material is isolated and securely covered. The dioxin in the waste material does not dissolve
easily in water, but it can migrate further out into the surrounding sediments.

The PRPs developed an Operations, Monitoring, and Maintenance Plan under Federal Order by the EPA and
completed work to prevent wastes from continuing to migrate to adjacent areas including the San Jacinto River
in July 2011. The Order allows the Agency to require additional measures and investigations deemed necessary
by the Agency from its periodic inspection of the protective cap. EPA is exercising that authority today. EPA
divers determined that additional measures were necessary.

The PRP conducted similar repairs in December 2015 and September 2017. EPA selected long-term remedy
for the site has 150,000 cubic yards of waste removed and disposed of offsite.

EPA will continue to provide updates about the status of the Superfund site, and continue to work with the PRPs
to ensure that risk to human health and the environment is managed as best as possible.

Connect with EPA Region 6:

On Facebook: hirps//www . facebook com/eparegiond

On Twitter: htips //iwitter con/EPAresiond

Activities in EPA Region 6: hitp //www epagov/aboutepa/regiond hitm
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From: Carignan, Sylvia

Sent: Thursday, July 19, 2018 10:38 AM

Cc: ‘reyesbrenda@epagov' <reyes brenda@epa.gov>; 'rodriguez.elias@epa.gov' <rodriguer. elias@epa.gov>
Subject: Superfund sites and hurricane preparedness

Hi all,

Hope you're doing well. I’'m working on a story about preparations for hurricane season, particularly at Superfund sites.
I'd like to know the following:

--Which EPA regions are most engaged in hurricane preparedness efforts this year?

--What are those regions doing differently this year to ensure Superfund sites and their managers, owners, PRPs, and
communities are prepared for severe weather and potential hazardous waste releases?

--At Superfund sites that were hit by Harvey, Irma, or Maria last year, are repairs or other recovery work still needed at
this point?

--At those specific sites, are additional preparation plans in place for severe weather this year? If so, what are those
additional plans?

I’d like to have responses to these by tomorrow at 3 p.m. Please let me know when this is received.

eeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee
eeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee

Sylvia Carignan
Reporter, Superfund and Waste

Bloomberg BNA
1801 S Bell St, Arlington VA 22202

Direct 703-341-3708
scarignandbloombergenvironment.oom
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Message

From: regionalpress [regionalpress@epa.gov]

Sent: 7/31/2018 4:51:02 PM

To: Konkus, John [konkus.john@epa.gov]; Hewitt, James [hewitt.james@epa.gov]; Abboud, Michael
[abboud.michael@epa.gov]; Block, Molly [block.molly@epa.gov]; Bowman, Liz [Bowman.Liz@epa.gov]

Subject: FW: Indianapolis Star {Sarah Bowman) requests not for attribution backgrounder on Amphenol. Reporter will talk to

program experts on Aug 1. OPA will moderate phone call.

From: regionalpress

Sent: Tuesday, July 31, 2018 4:51:00 PM (UTC+00:00) Monrovia, Reykjavik

To: Arcaute, Francisco; regionalpress; Kelley, Jeff; Rowan, Anne

Subject: RE: Indianapolis Star (Sarah Bowman) requests not for attribution backgrounder on Amphenol. Reporter will
talk to program experts on Aug 1. OPA will moderate phone call.

Is this the franklin, in site ?

Nancy Grantham

Office of Public Affairs

US Environmental Protection Agency
202-564-6879 (desk)

, Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) EmOblle!

From: Arcaute, Francisco

Sent: Tuesday, July 31, 2018 11:22 AM

To: regionalpress <regionalpress@epa.gov>; Kelley, Jeff <kelley.jeff@epa.gov>; Rowan, Anne <rowan.anne@epa.gov>
Subject: Indianapolis Star {Sarah Bowman) requests not for attribution backgrounder on Amphenol. Reporter will talk to
program experts on Aug 1. OPA will moderate phone call.

Indianapolis Star (Sarah Bowman) requests not for attribution backgrounder on Amphenol. Reporter
will talk to program experts on Aug 1. OPA will moderate phone call.

Sarah Bowman

Indianapolis Star

(m E EX. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) :

(0) 317-444-6129

Sarah Bowman@iindystar.com

Francisco Arcaute
US EPA R5 press office
312 886 7613

' i
Cel |: Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) }
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Message

From: Daguillard, Robert [Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov]

Sent: 7/16/2018 9:14:11 PM

To: David Reynolds [dreynolds@iwpnews.com]

CC: Press [Press@epa.gov]

Subject: Re: Inquiry from Inside EPA newsletter about EPA coordination with OSHA on TSCA reviews

Hope our response also does. For attribution to “an EPA Spokesperson,” please:

1. Iwould like to ask whether the assertion above is accurate -- that EPA's planned risk reviews will
forgo evaluation of exposures already regulated by its own rules but not those regulated by the
rules of OSHA or the Consumer Product Safety Commission? And if so why?

Given that OSHA recognizes that many of its permissible exposure limits (PELs) are outdated
(https.// www.osha.gov/dsg/annotated-pels/), EPA is including worker exposure scenarios in the TSCA Risk
Evaluations. OSHA was part of the intra-agency review group for the problem formulations.

Certain exposure pathways are adequately assessed and effectively managed under other EPA-administered
environmental statutes, and EPA has proposed not to include these in the TSCA risk evaluations. This allows
the TSCA program to better protect human health and the environment by focusing on those pathways that are
likely to represent the greatest areas of concern to EPA, avoiding duplicating efforts, and using resources
efficiently under the TSCA program in order to meet the statutory deadlines and protect public health.

2. Also can EPA respond to assertions that TSCA requires EPA to consult with OSHA before
regulating worker risks and to choose the least burdensome of duplicative requirements? Is EPA
planning to consult with OSHA before regulating existing chemicals?

TSCA section 9(d) requires EPA to consult and coordinate with other federal agencies, including OSHA, for the
purpose of achieving the maximum enforcement of TSCA while imposing the least burdens of duplicative
requirements on those subject to TSCA. Accordingly, EPA will consult with OSHA and other federal agencies
before implementing risk management actions on existing chemicals under section 6.

3. Additionally, in December an industry group, the New Chemicals Coalition, asked that EPA craft
a process for consulting with OSHA on evaluations of new chemicals' risks to workers under the
revised TSCA. The group also argued that OSHA rules adequately protect workers, in most cases,
making EPA restrictions unnecessary. Can you say whether EPA is considering crafting such a
process or whether the agency has responded to this request?

As with any stakeholder feedback, EPA has taken this request under advisement. To date, the agency has not
responded to this request.

TSCA provides EPA with authority to address unreasonable risks identified with TSCA chemicals, including

unreasonable risks to potentially exposed or susceptible subpopulations such as workers. Accordingly, EPA
will continue to evaluate potential unreasonable risks to workers as part of its review of new chemicals.

Robert Daguillard
U.S. EPA
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Office of Media Relations

On Jul 16, 2018, at 5:08 PM, David Reynolds <dreynolds@iwpnews.com™> wrote:

Hey Robert:

We would appreciate your input and can update a story if a response arrives after we have to
publish this evening.

Hope that makes sense.

Dave

703-416-8541

From: "Daguillard, Robert" <Daguillard Robert@epa.gov>

To: David Reynolds <dreynolds@iwpnews.com>

Sent: 7/16/2018 4.58 PM

Subject: RE: Inquiry from Inside EPA newsletter about EPA coordination with OSHA on TSCA
reviews

Hullo David,

We’re very much hoping to get you a response tonight. It might just come a little after 5 PM, if
that’s OK. Please advise.

Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard

Office of Media Relations

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC

+1 (202) 564-6618 (0O)

i Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) F (M)

From: David Reynolds [mailto:dreynolds@iwpnews.com]

Sent: Friday, July 13, 2018 5:34 PM

To: Press <Press(@epa.gov>

Subject: Inquiry from Inside EPA newsletter about EPA coordination with OSHA on TSCA
reviews
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Hello:

I'would like to ask a few questions related to EPA's plans for the first 10 chemical reviews
under the revised TSCA and ongoing industry calls for EPA to consult and possibly defer to
OSHA rules in regulating chemicals.

An industry attorney told a July 11 webinar that EPA's problem formulations supporting the
first 10 reviews of existing chemicals show EPA planning to assess occupational exposures
without considering that OSHA rules are already adequately protect workers. The lawyer also
said that EPA makes clear that it does not intend to evaluate exposures that are already
adequately protected by EPA's own rules, such as the Clean Air Act or Resource Conservation
and Recovery Act. The attorney said that TSCA requires EPA to consult with OSHA before
regulating worker risks.

A link to the webinar should soon be posted here: https://www khlaw.com/TSCA3030

1. I'would like to ask whether the assertion above is accurate -- that EPA's planned risk reviews
will forgo evaluation of exposures already regulated by its own rules but not those regulated by
the rules of OSHA or the Consumer Product Safety Commission? And if so why?

2. Also can EPA respond to assertions that TSCA requires EPA to consult with OSHA before
regulating worker risks and to choose the least burdensome of duplicative requirements? Is EPA
planning to consult with OSHA before regulating existing chemicals?

3. Additionally, in December an industry group, the New Chemicals Coalition, asked that EPA
craft a process for consulting with OSHA on evaluations of new chemicals' risks to workers
under the revised TSCA. The group also argued that OSHA rules adequately protect workers, in
most cases, making EPA restrictions unnecessary. Can you say whether EPA is considering
crafting such a process or whether the agency has responded to this request?

I'would appreciate any assistance you can provide. We would like to run a story on this topic
before 5 pm Monday, though it could be updated at a later date, if EPA is able to provide
information.
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Thank you,
Dave
Inside FPA newsletter

703-416-8541
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Message

From: Daguillard, Robert [Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov]

Sent: 11/7/2018 2:20:48 AM

To: Press [Press@epa.gov]

Subject: Fwd: deadline request to speak with Reuben Barris

Third Floor, OK to Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)
o 0
j Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (OP)

Robert Daguillard

U.S. EPA

Office of Media Relations
Washlngton D C.

307-564-6618 (0)

Begin forwarded message:

Resent-From: <Press(@epa.gov>

From: "Daguillard, Robert" <Daguillard Robert@epa.gov>
Date: November 6, 2018 at 9:12:45 PM EST

To: Liza Gross <j Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) >

Cec: Press <Press@epa‘g0v>

Subject: Re: deadline request to speak with Reuben Barris

Good evening Liz,
Attribution to “a Spokesperson,” or to the agency is standard EPA policy.

Also, you’re very likely aware the statement I sent you is now moot, right? We announced our
dicamba label updates last Friday.

If it’s not too late, I'll send you the release link in the AM. Let me know.

Robert Daguillard
U.S. EPA
Ofﬁce of Media Relations

E Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) ! (M)

202-564-6618 (0)

On Nov 6, 2018, at 8:28 PM, Liza Gross < Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) > wrote:

Robert,

My editor is asking why the statement is coming from an unnamed
spokesman. | can offer no good reason and wanted to let you know that
I'm attributing the statement to you.

Liza
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Liza Gross
Journalist/editor based in the San Francisco Bay Area

The Science Writers' Investigative Reporting Handbook
Available on Amazon

wwwy, HZagross, com
@lizabio on Twitter
liza.m.gross on Skype

+1.51 0.525.2494I(ofﬁce)
E Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) E(Ceu/S]gnal)

On Wed, Oct 3, 2018 at 6:55 AM Daguillard, Robert
<Daguillard Robert@epa.gov> wrote:

Hey Liza,

I got your voicemail. Here’s our statement on registration.

“EPA continues to receive information from stakeholders regarding the use of
dicamba for over-the-top applications. EPA will use all available evidence when
evaluating registrations for over-the-top use of dicamba. We expect to make a
decision in the near future.” — EPA Spokesperson.

Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard

Office of Media Relations

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC

+1 (202) 564-6618 (0O)

i Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) i (M)

Seife v. EPA (1:19-cv-05190) 7.31.2020 ED_003047_00001032-00002



From: Liza Gross [mailto}_Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP)
Sent: Monday, October 01, 2018 2:36 PM

To: Press <Press(@epa.gov>

Subject: deadline request to speak with Reuben Barris

Dear press officers,

I'm working on a story about dicamba for Reveal, from the Center for
Investigative Reporting, and need to speak with Reuben Barris or another
official in the herbicide branch. Please let me know when | can speak to
someone.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

Liza Gross

Liza Gross

Journalist/editor based in the San Francisco Bay Area

The Science Writers' Investigative Reporting Handbook

Available on Amazon

wwwd, LZAsross., Com

®@lizabio on Twitter

liza.m.gross on Skype

+1.510.525.2494 (office)

: Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) E (Ceu/S]gnal)
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Message

From: regionalpress [regionalpress@epa.gov]

Sent: 7/31/2018 3:22:04 PM

To: Konkus, John [konkus.john@epa.gov]; Hewitt, James [hewitt.james@epa.gov]; Abboud, Michael
[abboud.michael@epa.gov]; Block, Molly [block.molly@epa.gov]; Bowman, Liz [Bowman.Liz@epa.gov]

Subject: FW: Indianapolis Star {Sarah Bowman) requests not for attribution backgrounder on Amphenol. Reporter will talk to

program experts on Aug 1. OPA will moderate phone call.

From: Arcaute, Francisco

Sent: Tuesday, July 31, 2018 3:22:04 PM (UTC+00:00) Monrovia, Reykjavik

To: regionalpress; Kelley, Jeff; Rowan, Anne

Subject: Indianapolis Star (Sarah Bowman) requests not for attribution backgrounder on Amphenol. Reporter will talk to
program experts on Aug 1. OPA will moderate phone call.

Indianapolis Star (Sarah Bowman) requests not for attribution backgrounder on Amphenol. Reporter
will talk to program experts on Aug 1. OPA will moderate phone call.

Sarah Bowman
indignaoclis Star

i i
111} Ex.6P | Pri PP) i
( i X ersonal Privacy (PP) i

(0) 317-444-6129
=Sargh Bowman@indysiar com

Francisco Arcaute
US EPA R5 press office
312 886 7613

Cel “ Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) :
i 1
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Message

From: Maxine Joselow [mjoselow@eenews.net]
Sent: 11/6/2018 8:13:38 PM

To: Konkus, John [konkus.john@epa.gov]

CC: Press [Press@epa.gov]

Subject: RE: E&E News sit-down interview request
Hi fohn,

P hope vou're doing well on Election Day. 'm just following up with a list of questions that | was hoping you or someone
else in the EPA press could answer. My deadline is Thursday at 5pm ET. Feel free to give me a call at 202-737-4369 if
yvou'd prefer to discuss things over the phone on background before providing responses on the record for attribution to
ars EPA spokesperson. And please let me know if yvou reconsider the possibility of a sit-down interview. Thanks again and
looking forward to your responses to the following questions:

~How would you describe EPA’s press strategy? s it different than the agency’s press strategy under the Obama
administration?

-Why did EPA’s press shop decide to issue an Oct. 30 news release titled “EPA Sets the Record Straight After Being
Misrepresented in Press”? Was it in response to specific news articles?

“Why did EPA's press shop decide to issue a Nov. 1 news release titled “Fact Checking Seven Falsehoods in CNN's
Report”? Did you reach out to the reporters and editors at CNN responsible for that reporting and have a discussion with
them?

-How would you respond to criticism that EPA’s prass strategy has become too aggressive?

Thanks,
Maxine

From: Maxine Joselow

Sent: Friday, November 02, 2018 3:25 PM

To: 'Konkus, John' <konkus.john@epa.gov>

Cc: Press <Press@epa.gov>

Subject: RE: ERE News sit-down interview request

Thanks for the response. That's too bad but | understand. I'll plan on sending a list of gquestions next week. Thanks and
have a great weekend.

From: Konkus, John [mailie:konkus.ichn@epa . gov]
Sent: Friday, November 02, 2018 3:09 PM

To: Maxine Joselow <mijgselow@eensws. nal>

Cc: Press <Prass@ispa gov>

Subject: Re: ERE News sit-down interview request

We will pass. Thanks!

John Konkus

Environmental Protection Agency
Deputy Associate Administrator
Office of Public Affairs

On Nov 2, 2018, at 1:26 PM, Maxine Joselow <mijoselowf@eanews.net> wrote:
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Hi John,

I hope this email finds you well. I'm a reporter for E&E News who has previously been in touch. I'm
currently working on a piece about EPA’s press strategy, and | was hoping to schedule a sit-down
interview with you to discuss this. My colleague Robin Bravender previously wrote a story about EPA’s
press strategy during the Obama administration, and | was hoping to write a similar piece with respect
to the Trump administration. | thought a sit-down interview would be a better way for you to weigh in
and address any criticism, rather than simply sending you a list of questions to respond to. The interview
could happen any time in the next week or so. I’'m happy to send some potential topics or questions in
advance. Please let me know about this possibility when you get the chance, and thanks very much for
your consideration.

Sincerely,

Maxine

Maxine Joselow
E&E News reporter
202-737-4369 (o)

@maxinejoselow

E&E NEWS

122 C Street NW 7th Floor Washington, DC 20001
www.eenews.net | @EENewsUpdates

Energywire, Climatewire, Greenwire, E&E Daily, E&E News PM
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Message

From: Kelly Franklin [kelly.franklin@chemicalwatch.com]
Sent: 10/24/2018 12:32:59 PM

To: Daguillard, Robert [Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov]
CC: Press [Press@epa.gov]

Subject: Re: Media inquiry: TSCA new chemicals program

Thanks so much, Robert!

On 23 October 2018 at 14:37, Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard Robert@epa.gov> wrote:

Good afternoon Kelly,

Please tind our response, attached and for attibution to U.S EPA, please.

Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard

Office of Media Relations

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC

+1 (202) 564-6618 (0O)

Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) i (M)

From: Kelly Franklin [mailto:kelly franklin@chemicalwatch.com]

Sent: Monday, October 15, 2018 11:29 AM

To: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard Robert@epa.gov>; Jones, Enesta <Jones.Enesta@epa.gov>
Cec: Press <Press(@epa.gov>

Subject: Re: Media inquiry: TSCA new chemicals program

Thanks Robert. Enesta, to follow on my previous email to Robert: if more specific questions would be helpful,
I'd be curious to hear more on any of the following:

e Some in industry have said that while there is no minimum data set for new substances, certain tests are
being routinely required with such frequency that they are operating as something of a de
facto minimum data set. Is this occurring? Can you speak to how the agency determines what tests to
request?

Seife v. EPA (1:19-cv-05190) 7.31.2020 ED_003047_00001043-00001



e The most recent program statistics show 483 cases under review, which is significantly above the 300
'average' load. To what is the high level attributable? Is this number expected to increase or decrease?
Why?

e A larger number of submissions are being withdrawn by the original submitter than before passage of
Lautenberg. Why is this the case?

e I've also heard some concerns that EPA is taking an overly precautionary approach and "assuming the
worst", in terms of the default assumptions used in substance reviews. There have also been objections
raised to imposing consent orders or SNURSs that require the use of PPE and other workplace safety
measures that are already required by OSHA, which some argue is duplicative and unnecessary. Can
you speak to these concerns? How is EPA balancing the appropriate level of protectiveness and
meeting the program changes put in place by Lautenberg against the importance of timely reviews and
regulatory certainty?

I can push my deadline a little bit if you would like to address any of these questions more specifically, to noon
Wednesday. Would that work?

Thanks,

Kelly

On 11 October 2018 at 16:24, Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard. Robert@epa.gov> wrote:

It’s always helptul. Just so you know, I'll be out all next week, so you can always follow up with my colleague
Enesta if needed.

Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard

Office of Media Relations

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC

+1 (202) 564-6618 (0O)

Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) (M)

From: Kelly Franklin [mailto:kelly franklin@chemicalwatch.com]
Sent: Thursday, October 11, 2018 4:23 PM

To: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard Robert@epa.gov>

Subject: Re: Media inquiry: TSCA new chemicals program
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At the moment no, and I’ve just closed down my computer for the week, but I can send more specific
questions Monday morning if that would help?

Thanks,

Kelly

On Oct 11, 2018, at 4:21 PM, Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard Robert@epa. gov> wrote:

Good afternoon Kelly,

Let me get this started for you. Do you have more specitic questions, or more specific stakeholder
comments you’d like us to reply to?

Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard

Office of Media Relations

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC

+1 (202) 564-6618 (0O)

Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) i (M)

From: Kelly Franklin [mailto:kelly franklinf@chemicalwatch.com]

Sent: Thursday, October 11, 2018 4:06 PM

To: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard Robert@epa.gov>; Press <Press@epa.gov>
Subject: Media inquiry: TSCA new chemicals program

Hi Robert,

I'am planning on doing a story covering TSCA new chemicals program data that SOCMA
presented at an SBA roundtable back in September. I'm also planning to discuss the ways in
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which industry remains concerned at the pace of review, the size of the backlog, some of the
tests that are being requested to support PMN decisions, and the amount of substances that are
being subject to consent orders and SNURs.

Would EPA like to provide any comment? I'd be interested in any insights as to how the
program is evolving and changing in the two+ years since Lautenberg, and any new initiatives
the agency has planned to continue to improve on the pace and quality of reviews. Any
feedback you can provide would be great.

My deadline is end of day Monday, October 15.

Thanks,

Kelly

Kelly Franklin

North America Editor
Chemical Watch

M()bile: : Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) :
L 1

Email: kellv. franklm@chermealwatch com

www. chemicalwatch com
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Kelly Franklin

North America Editor
Chemical Watch

- i
MObllel; Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) :

Email: kelly frankim@cherucalwatch com

www chemicalwaich.com

Chemical

Kelly Franklin

North America Editor
Chemical Watch

Mobile:!
Email: kelly, frankbniy
www. chemicalwatch com

Chemica

srasalwaichioom
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Message

From: Daguillard, Robert [Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov]
Sent: 9/11/2019 6:50:23 PM

To: Hauser, Christine [hauser@nytimes.com]

CC: Press [Press@epa.gov]

Subject: RE: Subject: sulfoxaflor

Good thing we won’t need that long,
For attribution to “an EPA Spokesperson,” please:

1. Why didn't the EPA allow public feedback to take place in making its decision, as it has previously
done?

Response 1. EPA has taken public comment several times for sulfoxatlor. We accepted public comment on the
initial sulfoxatlor registration in 2013 and on the second registration with fewer uses in 2016. We also requested
public comment after publishing the Notices of Receipt and Notices of Filing for the new uses in 2014, 2018 and
2019. Over the past five years, EPA has recetved considerable feedback on sulfoxaflor from stakeholders through
these public comment periods and other correspondence.

2. Which studies did it use - ones supplied by Corteva or other sources?

Response 2. EPA evaluated data submitted by the registrant as well as available literature. Additionally, many
studies that are submutted by the registrant are sponsored by the registrant and conducted by an independent
contract research organization.

Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard

Communications Officer (Detail)
Office of Chemical Safety

and Pollution Prevention

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC

+1 (202) 564-6618 (0O)

i Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) | {M)

From: Hauser, Christine <hauser@nytimes.com>
Sent: Wednesday, September 11, 2019 12:27 PM
To: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov>
Cc: Press <Press@epa.gov>

Subject: Re: Subject: sulfoxaflor

EOD or maybe tomorrow is fine. It's important that | get the answers if possible.
thanks so much

On Wed, Sep 11, 2019 at 12:19 PM Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov> wrote:

Thanks, Christine. That’ll likely prove a bit tight, to be pertectly honest. Any way you can push back until EOD, or
even tomorrow?
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Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard
Communications Officer (Detail)

Office of Chemical Safety
and Pollution Prevention

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC

+1 (202) 564-6618 (0)
i Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) (M)

From: Hauser, Christine <hauser@nytimes.com>
Sent: Wednesday, September 11, 2019 12:05 PM
To: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov>
Subject: Re: Subject: sulfoxaflor

yes. | would like to file before 2 pm please

On Wed, Sep 11, 2019 at 12:04 PM Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov> wrote:

Thanks, Christine. Are you on deadline?

Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard
Communications Officer (Detail)

Office of Chemical Safety
and Pollution Prevention

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC

+1 (202) 564-6618 (0O)
i Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) | (M)
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From: Hauser, Christine <hauser@nvtimes.com>
Sent: Wednesday, September 11, 2019 12:03 PM
To: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov>
Subject: Re: Subject: sulfoxaflor

Hi Robert
Thanks. | understand.
Separate questions

Re: the decision in July: why didn't the EPA allow public feedback to take place in making its decision, as it has
previously done?

Which studies did it use - ones supplied by Corteva or other sources?

thanks

thanks

On Tue, Sep 10, 2019 at 1:23 PM Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov> wrote:

Good afternoon,

EPA does not comment on pending litigation — EPA Spokesperson.

Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard
Communications Officer (Detail)

Office of Chemical Safety
and Pollution Prevention

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC

+1 (202) 564-6618 (O)
i Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) | (M)
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From: "Hauser, Christine" <hauser @nytimes.com>
Date: September 10, 2019 at 1:12:08 PM EDT

To: Press <Press@epa.gov>
Subject: sulfoxaflor

Good afternoon,

Does the EPA have a comment about the lawsuit filed in the 9th appeals court on 9/6 alleging the EPA's decision on
July 12 was made with adequate studies?

Here: https://earthjustice.org/sites/default/files/files/STAMPED%20-%201-3%20Petition%20for%20Review%209-6-
19.pdf

thank you

Christine Hauser

Reporter

The New York Times

212-556-7514 direct (please try this number first)

@ChristineNYT

Christine Hauser

Reporter

The New York Times
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212-556-7514 direct (please try this number first)

@ChristineNYT

Christine Hauser
Reporter
The New York Times

212-556-7514 direct (please try this number first)

E Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) 5ce”
P |

@ChristineNYT

Christine Hauser

Reporter

The New York Times

212-556-7514 direct (please try this number first)

| Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) i@l
i

@ChristineNYT
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Message

From: Pamela Smith [Pamela.Smith@dtn.com]

Sent: 7/20/2018 2:20:32 AM

To: Daguillard, Robert [Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov]; Emily Unglesbee [Emily.Unglesbee@dtn.com]
CC: Press [Press@epa.gov]

Subject: Re: EPA comment/answer

Got it. Thanks!

Pamela Smith

DTN/The Progressive Farmer
Crops Technology Editor
2530 S. Forest Crest Road
Decatur, I11. 62521

Panela smuithdincom

From: "Daguillard, Robert" <Daguillard. Robert@epa.gov>

Date: Thursday, July 19, 2018 at 9:19 PM

To: Emily Unglesbee <Emily, Unglashee®din.com>, DTN User <Pamels Smith®@din.com>
Cc: Press <Pressi@epa.gov>

Subject: Re: EPA comment/answer

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the
sender and know the content is safe.

Robert Daguillard

U.S. EPA

Office of Media Relations
Washington D.C.

. ,
L Ex. 6 Personal privacy (PP) i V] )

202-564-6618 (0)

OnJul 19, 2018, at 9:53 PM, Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard Bobert@ens gov> wrote:

Emily, for attribution to “an EPA Spokesperson,” please:

e Q1. how is EPA tracking and responding to these issues?

R1. EPA is aware of this issue and is working actively to understand its causes and help mitigate these
issues in the future.

e (2. Is EPA aware of a rise in non-soybean dicamba damage, as well as the potential for more as
more soybean acres are planted with the dicamba-tolerant Xtend trait in years to come?
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R2. EPA is aware of field reports of off field and non-target crop damage related to the use of dicamba.
Past reports claim damage is mostly to non-dicamba resistant sovbean, but also mnclude peaches, melons,
tomatoes, cantaloupe, grapes, pumpkins, alfalfa, non-dicamba-resistant cotton, peanuts, peas, organic
crops, residential/ omamental gardens and other non-target crops. We are actively collecting this
information from states and EPA regional personnel in order to fully understand the circumstances and
scope of the issues.

e Q3. Isthere a formal system in place to track non-soybean acre damage? Any plans for one?

R3. EPA is not limited to AAPCQO’s periodic survey. We are receiving multiple forms of information
from multiple sources including,state narrative feedback, grower experiences, incident and acre damage
reporting, regulatory compliance review, data from USDA, commodity experts and others. EPA is also in
regular contact with farmers, researchers, and agricultural companies to remain informed of any dicamba
issues occurring in the 2018 growing scason.

o (4. Does EPA consider this an important component of its decision on the registration of the
three new dicamba herbicides?
e Q5. Specifically, how will reports of non-soybean dicamba damage affect that decision?

R4 & 5. EPA will consider all available information in its decision-making process. With advice from
state and industry agriculture experts and university crop scientists, we will use a weight-of-evidence
approach to evaluate whether the new restrictions are successfully preventing damage to neighboring
crops and other sensitive plants. Our goal is to make a decision in time for growers to make informed seed
purchase decisions for the next planting season.

Robert Daguillard

U.S. EPA

Office of Media Relations
Washington D.C.

PRI - Lt -t
i Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP} i
o S e e v °R1 1 (M)

202-564-6618 (O)

OnJul 19, 2018, at 2:00 PM, Emily Unglesbee <tmily.Ungleshee@din.com> wrote:

Rohert,

Do you have a comment on this coming today? We are posting first thing tomorrow
MOrning.

Emily Ungleshes
DTN Staff Reporter
Phone: 40 7-
E-malhim

From: Daguillard, Robert [maitto:Daguillard. Robert@epa.gov]
Sent: Monday, July 16, 2018 5:49 PM
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To: Emily Unglesbee <Emily. Ungleshee@din com>
Subject: Re: EPA comment/answer

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) iAnd thanks.

Let’s shoot for Thursday, then.

Robert Daguillard

U.S. EPA

Office of Media Relations
Washington D.C.

E Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) :( M )
|

202-564-6618 (O)

On Jul 16, 2018, at 5:44 PM, Emily Unglesbee <Emily. Unglesbes@din.com> wrote:

What! Congratu|ati0n5!§ Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) E

No worries — we’ve had email issues of our own recently. Friday might
be too late, depending on how fast the editors move. Sorry — it’s a little
beyond my control after i turn it over. Any chance you could do
Thursday?

Emily Unglesbee
DTN/The Progressive Farmer
402-637-3295

On Jul 16, 2018, at 4:40 PM, Daguillard, Robert
<Daguillard. Robert@ena.gov> wrote:

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the
organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless
you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

OK. On 1t.

Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) i and
I know for a fact I had my out-of-oftfice on, so my
apologies. You’re the third person to tell me they
never received it, which suggests a mail system issue
of some sort. We'll work to get you something by the
end of the week. Friday OK?

Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard

Office of Media Relations
U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency

Washington, DC
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+1 (202) 564-6618 (0)
Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) | (M)

From: Emily Unglesbee
[mailto:Emilv.Unglesbes@din.com]

Sent: Monday, July 16, 2018 4:14 PM

To: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard Robert@epa. gov>
Subject: RE: EPA comment/answer

Yes. Pm writing it now, hoping to publish by the end of
the week,

Emily Ungleshee
DTN Staff Reporter
2 402+

From: Daguillard, Robert

[mailto:Daguillard Robert@eps.aov]

Sent: Monday, July 16, 2018 1:54 PM

To: Emily Unglesbee <Emily. Unglesbes@din.com>
Subject: RE: EPA comment/answer

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the
organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless

you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Got it. Are you still working on this story, then? And
when are you hoping to publish?

Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard

Office of Media Relations
U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency

Washington, DC

+1 (202) 564-6618 (0O)

| Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) | (M)

From: Emily Unglesbee

[mailto:Emilyv. Ungleshee@din.com]

Sent: Monday, July 16, 2018 1:51 PM

To: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard Robernt@epa gov>
Subject: RE: EPA comment/answer

Robert, | did not get that, no! And | still do not have any
information on my inguiry from EPA.

Emily Unglesbae
DTN Staff Reporter
2 402+ c

7.31.2020
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From: Daguillard, Robert

[mailto:Daguillard Robent@epa.zov]

Sent: Monday, July 16, 2018 1:50 PM

To: Emily Unglesbee <Emily. Ungleshes@idin com>
Subject: RE: EPA comment/answer

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the
organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless
you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Hullo Emily.

I hope you got my out-of-oftice message this past
Thursday, and sought help via ;
Otherwise, do you have the information you need, or
are you still working on this story? Happy to discuss.
Please advise.

o
ESSIGIen . DOV,

Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard

Office of Media Relations
U.S8. Environmental Protection
Agency

Washington, DC

+1 (202) 564-6618 (O)

i Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) i (M)

From: Emily Unglesbee

[mailto:Emity. Unplesbes @dincom]

Sent: Thursday, July 12,2018 4:21 PM

To: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard Robert@epa.gov>
Subject: RE: EPA comment/answer

Robert, did vou receive this inquiry?

Emily Unglesbes

DTN Staff Reporter

Phone: 402-637-3295

E-maibEmi beeddinoom

From: Emily Unglesbee

Sent: Monday, July 09, 2018 12:19 PM

To: Daguillard, Robert (Daguilllard Bobert@ena.gov)
<Daguillard Robert@epa.gov>

Subject: EPA comment/answer

Robert,
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I'm working on a story about damage from dicamba to
non-soybean crops and plants — such as vegetable and
fruit farms, nurseries, trees, homeowner plants and
more. Weed scientists and others are telling me there is
significantly more dicamba damage this year in this
arena. Since this type of damage is not being formally
tracked {such as the University of Missouri is doing with
injured soybean acres), and the lone effort to do so
(AAPCQO’s periodic survey) has gaps, delays and only
track official complaints {(which we know are vastly
lower than actual injury incidents), how is EPA tracking
and responding to these issues?

? s EPA aware of a rise in non-soybean dicamba
damage, as well as the potential for more as
more soybean acres are planted with the
dicamba-tolerant Xtend trait in years to come?

? Is there a formal system in place to track non-
soybean acre damage? Any plans for one?

?  Does EPA consider this an important
component of its decision on the registration of
the three new dicamba herbicides?

?  Specifically, how will reports of non-soybean
dicamba damage affect that decision?

The story is being written this week, with an eye toward
publication early next week.

Thanks,

Emily Unglesbee

DTN Staff Reporter | DTN/ The Progressive Farmer
Phone: 402-637-3295

E-mail:Emilv Uingleshee@dinonm

r: bt aroemy/Bmily Unsleshes
ginpfeen

PO

NOTICE: This email message is for the sole use of the
intended recipient(s) and may contain confidential and
privileged information. Any unauthorized use, disclosure or
distribution is prohibited. If you are not the intended
recipient, please contact the sender by reply email and
destroy all copies of the original message

NOTICE: This email message is for the sole use of the
intended recipient(s) and may contain confidential and
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privileged information. Any unauthorized use, disclosure or
distribution is prohibited. If you are not the intended
recipient, please contact the sender by reply email and
destroy all copies of the original message

NOTICE: This email message is for the sole use of the
intended recipient(s) and may contain confidential and
privileged information. Any unauthorized use, disclosure or
distribution is prohibited. If you are not the intended
recipient, please contact the sender by reply email and
destroy all copies of the original message

NOTICE: This email message is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and
may contain confidential and privileged information. Any unauthorized use,
disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient,
please contact the sender by reply email and destroy all copies of the original
message

NOTICE: This email message is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain
confidential and privileged information. Any unauthorized use, disclosure or distribution is
prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender by reply email and
destroy all copies of the original message

NOTICE: This email message is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain confidential and privileged information.
Any unauthorized use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender by
reply email and destroy all copies of the original message
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Message

From: Abboud, Michael [abboud.michael@epa.gov]

Sent: 6/20/2018 3:03:13 PM

To: Block, Molly [block.molly@epa.gov]; Daniell, Kelsi [daniell.kelsi@epa.gov]; Hewitt, James [hewitt.james@epa.gov]
Subject: RE: Farm World -- Hardship Waiver Question

Hmmm..... | wonder what could have possibly changed since 2010!

V.5, ethanol production 2010-2817)}
thousand barrels per day
1,106

1,050

1,000

2018 2017

Jk I'll talk with Mandy about it.

From: Block, Molly

Sent: Wednesday, June 20, 2018 10:55 AM

To: Abboud, Michael <abboud.michael@epa.gov>; Daniell, Kelsi <daniell .kelsi@epa.gov>; Hewitt, James
<hewitt.james@epa.gov>

Subject: Fwd: Farm World -- Hardship Waiver Question

Can you follow up on this one?

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: Janstrickler@protonmail.com

Date: June 20, 2018 at 10:53:21 AM EDT

To: "Block, Molly" <block.mollv(@epa.gov>

Subject: Re: Farm World -- Hardship Waiver Question
Reply-To: Janstrickler@protonmail.com

Thanks for you help Ms. Block. It is greatly appreciated it. One other question. If the criteria has
not changed since 2010, why the increase in exemptions?
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Just trying to get a better idea.
Thanks.

Jordan

Sent with ProtonMail Secure Email.

------- Original Message -------
On 20 June 2018 9:14 AM, Block, Molly <block molly@epa.gov> wrote:

Jordan -

“During last week’s Heartland tour, Administrator Pruitt shared that he believes
it is possible to grant the RVP waiver for E15 under the Clean Air Act, and to be
effective, would require a subsequent notice and comment rulemaking
process.” — Lincoln Ferguson, EPA Spokesperson

“The criteria used to grant waivers has not changed since previous
administrations. EPA follows a long-standing, objectively determined process
where the Agency uses a Department of Energy analysis to inform decisions
about refiner exemptions/waivers, for refineries that are below the statutory
threshold. EPA decisions on waivers are based on refinery-specific information
over which applicants claim CBI protections.” EPA spokesperson

Additional background (not for attribution):

s Any refinery that produces 75,000 barrels or less per day on an
annualized basis can apply for the Small Refinery Hardship exemption.

e When first established, the program automatically exempted refineries
based solely on their output, which resulted in 59 small refineries being
exempted from 2007 to 2010. Post-2010, qualifying refineries seeking a
small refinery hardship exemption submit financial information to EPA.
EPA then shares this information with DOE and DOE uses a scoring matrix
to quantify structural, economic and refinery-specific factors that may
contribute to “disproportionate economic hardship.”

e The “formula” for determining hardship is found in the two DOE studies
available here: https://www.epa.gov/renewable-fuel-standard-
program/small-refinery-exemption-studies-department-energy

Sent from my iPhone
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On Jun 20, 2018, at 8:25 AM, Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard Robert@epa. gov>
wrote:

Third Floor, will you handle, or should I work with the program?

Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard

Office of Media Relations

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC

+1 (202) 564-6618 (0O)

Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) | (M)

From: Jnstrickler@protonmail .com
[mailto:Jnstrickler@protonmail. com]

Sent: Tuesday, June 19, 2018 11:46 AM

To: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard Robert@epa.gov>
Subject: Farm World -- Hardship Waiver Question

Hi Mr. Daguillard,

My name is Jordan Strickler and I am a freelance writer for Farm
World News. I have been covering the RFS hardship waiver news
for our paper recently and just had a couple of questions, I was
hoping I could have answered.

The first 1s, what is the formula for deciding a "hardship"? If there
is none currently, do you think that there might be a standard in the
future? The second is what do you think the chances are that the
EPA would allow E-15 year round.
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Any help with one or both of those questions would be greatly
appreciated.

Thanks!

Jordan Strickler

859-229-9699

instrickler@protonmail.com
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Message

From: Daguillard, Robert [Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov]

Sent: 7/20/2018 2:19:23 AM

To: Emily Unglesbee [Emily.Unglesbee@dtn.com]; pamela.smith@dtn.com
CC: Press [Press@epa.gov]

Subject: Re: EPA comment/answer

Robert Daguillard

U.S. EPA

Office of Media Relations
Washington D.C.

E Ex. 6 Personal Privacy {PP) :( M)
g |

303-564-6618 (0)

On Jul 19, 2018, at 9:53 PM, Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard Roberti@epa.gov> wrote:

Emily, for attribution to “an EPA Spokesperson,” please:

e Q1. how is EPA tracking and responding to these issues?

R1. EPA is aware of this issue and is working actively to understand its causes and help mitigate these
issues in the future.

e (2. Is EPA aware of a rise in non-soybean dicamba damage, as well as the potential for more as
more soybean acres are planted with the dicamba-tolerant Xtend trait in years to come?

R2. EPA is aware of field reports of off field and non-target crop damage related to the use of dicamba.
Past reports claim damage is mostly to non-dicamba resistant soybean, but also include peaches, melons,
tomatoes, cantaloupe, grapes, pumpkins, alfalfa, non-dicamba-resistant cotton, peanuts, peas, organic
crops, residential/ omamental gardens and other non-target crops. We are actively collecting this
mformation from states and EPA regional personnel in order to fully understand the circumstances and
scope of the issues.

e Q3. Isthere a formal system in place to track non-soybean acre damage? Any plans for one?

R3. EPA is not limited to AAPCQO’s periodic survey. We are receiving multiple forms of information
from multiple sources including,state narrative feedback, grower experiences, incident and acre damage
reporting, regulatory compliance review, data from USDA, commodity experts and others. EPA is also in
regular contact with farmers, researchers, and agricultural companies to remain informed of any dicamba
issues occurring in the 2018 growing season.
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e Q4. Does EPA consider this an important component of its decision on the registration of the
three new dicamba herbicides?
e Q5. Specifically, how will reports of non-soybean dicamba damage affect that decision?

R4 & 5. EPA will consider all available information in its decision-making process. With advice from
state and industry agriculture experts and university crop scientists, we will use a weight-of-evidence
approach to evaluate whether the new restrictions are successfully preventing damage to neighboring
crops and other sensitive plants. Our goal is to make a decision in time for growers to make informed seed
purchase decisions for the next planting season.

Robert Daguillard

U.S. EPA

Office of Media Relations
Washington D.C.

202-564-6618 (O)

On Jul 19, 2018, at 2:00 PM, Emily Unglesbee <Emilv. Ungiashee@din.com> wrote:

Robert,

Do you have 3 commaent on this coming today? We are posting first thing tomorrow
morning.

Emnily Unglesbes

DTN Staff Reporter

Phone: 402-637-3205

E-rriafls Emily, bes@dtn com

Ungies

From: Daguillard, Robert [mailio:Dasuillard. Robert@epa.gov]
Sent: Monday, July 16, 2018 5:49 PM

To: Emily Unglesbee <Emily. Ungleshes@idin com>

Subject: Re: EPA comment/answer

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Ex. 6 Personal Privacy {PP) iAnd thanks.

Let’s shoot for Thursday, then.

Robert Daguillard

U.S. EPA

Office of Media Relations
Washington D.C.

Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) I{ M )

i
i
P

202-564-6618 (O)

On Jul 16, 2018, at 5:44 PM, Emily Unglesbee <Emily. Unglesbes@din.com> wrote:

What! Congratulations! | Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) |
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No worries — we’ve had email issues of our own recently. Friday might
be too late, depending on how fast the editors move. Sorry — it’s a little
beyond my control after i turn it over. Any chance you could do
Thursday?

Emily Unglesbee
DTN/The Progressive Farmer
402-637-3295

On Jul 16, 2018, at 4:40 PM, Daguillard, Robert
<Daguillard. Bobert@epa pov> wrote:

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the
arganization. Do not click links or open attachments unless
you recognize the sender and know the content is safe,

OK. Onit.

. Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP)  |_ 4

I know for a fact I had my out-of-office on, so my
apologies. You’re the third person to tell me they
never received it, which suggests a mail system issue
of some sort. We'll work to get you something by the
end of the week. Friday OK?

Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard

Office of Media Relations
U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency

Washington, DC

+1 (202) 564-6618 (0O)

i Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) | (M)

From: Emily Unglesbee

[mailto:Emiby. Unglesbee@din.com]

Sent: Monday, July 16, 2018 4:14 PM

To: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard. Robert@epa.gov>
Subject: RE: EPA comment/answer

Yes. F'm writing it now, hoping to publish by the end of
the week,

Emily Unglesbee
DTN Staff Reporter
Phane: 402-637-3205
E-rmail: Emily,

From: Daguillard, Robert
[mailio:Daguillard Robert@epa.sov]
Sent: Monday, July 16, 2018 1:54 PM
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To: Emily Unglesbee <Emily. Ungleshee@din com>
Subject: RE: EPA comment/answer

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the
organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless
you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Got it. Are you still working on this story, then? And
when are you hoping to publish?

Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard

Office of Media Relations
U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency

Washington, DC

+1 (202) 564-6618 (0O)

Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) (M)

From: Emily Unglesbee

[mailto:Emily. Ungleshees®@din.com|

Sent: Monday, July 16, 2018 1:51 PM

To: Daguillard, Robert <Qaguillard. Robert@epa.poy>
Subject: RE: EPA comment/answer

Robert, | did not get that, no! And | still do not have any
information on my ingquiry from EPA.

Emily Unglesbes

DTN Staff Reporter

Phone: 402-63
iy Unglpshe

From: Daguillard, Robert

[mailto:Dasuillard Robert@ena.gov]

Sent: Monday, July 16, 2018 1:50 PM

To: Emily Unglesbee <Emily. Ungleshee@din com>
Subject: RE: EPA comment/answer

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the
organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless
you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Hullo Emily.

I hope you got my out-of-office message this past
Thursday, and sought help via ;
Otherwise, do you have the information you need, or
are you still working on this story? Happy to discuss.
Please advise.

o
LEgsigieny oo,

7.31.2020

ED_003047_00001059-00004
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Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard

Office of Media Relations
U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency

Washington, DC

+1 (202) 564-6618 (0O)

i Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) (M)

From: Emily Unglesbee

[mailtoEmilv. Ungleshea®@dincom]

Sent: Thursday, July 12,2018 4:21 PM

To: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard. Robert@epa.gov>
Subject: RE: EPA comment/answer

Robert, did vou receive this inguiry?

Emnily Unglesbes
DTN Staff Reporter
Phone: 402-637-3205
il Emibe Ungles

[RNAI

From: Emily Unglesbee

Sent: Monday, July 09, 2018 12:19 PM

To: Daguillard, Robert (Dapuillard. Robert@epa.gov)
<Daguillard Robert@epa.gov>

Subject: EPA comment/answer

Robert,

I'm working on a story about damage from dicamba to
non-soybean crops and plants — such as vegetable and
fruit farms, nurseries, trees, homeowner plants and
more. Weed scientists and others are telling me there is
significantly more dicamba damage this year in this
arena. Since this type of damage is not being formally
tracked {such as the University of Missouri is doing with
injured soybean acres), and the lone effort to do so
(AAPCQO’s periodic survey) has gaps, delays and only
track official complaints {(which we know are vastly
lower than actual injury incidents), how is EPA tracking
and responding to these issues?

e |s EPA aware of arise in non-soybean dicamba
damage, as well as the potential for more as
more soybean acres are planted with the
dicamba-tolerant Xtend trait in years to come?

e s there a formal system in place to track non-
soybean acre damage? Any plans for one?

7.31.2020
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e Does EPA consider this an important
component of its decision on the registration of
the three new dicamba herbicides?

e Specifically, how will reports of non-soybean
dicamba damage affect that decision?

The story is being written this week, with an eye toward
publication early next week.

Thanks,

Emily Unglesbee
DTN Staff Reporter | DTN/ The Progressive Farmer
Phone: 402-637-3295
E-mail: Emily Unglesbeeddincom
Twitter: hilps:
wwwdinploom

NOTICE: This email message is for the sole use of the
intended recipient(s) and may contain confidential and
privileged information. Any unauthorized use, disclosure or
distribution is prohibited. If you are not the intended
recipient, please contact the sender by reply email and
destroy all copies of the original message

NOTICE: This email message is for the sole use of the
intended recipient(s) and may contain confidential and
privileged information. Any unauthorized use, disclosure or
distribution is prohibited. If you are not the intended
recipient, please contact the sender by reply email and
destroy all copies of the original message

NOTICE: This email message is for the sole use of the
intended recipient(s) and may contain confidential and
privileged information. Any unauthorized use, disclosure or
distribution is prohibited. If you are not the intended
recipient, please contact the sender by reply email and
destroy all copies of the original message

NOTICE: This email message is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and
may contain confidential and privileged information. Any unauthorized use,
disclosure or distribution is prohibited. {f you are not the intended recipient,
please contact the sender by reply email and destroy all copies of the original
message

Seife v. EPA (1:19-cv-05190)
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NOTICE: This email message is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain
confidential and privileged information. Any unauthorized use, disclosure or distribution is
prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender by reply email and
destroy all copies of the original message
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Message

From: Instrickler@protonmail.com [Instrickler@protonmail.com]
Sent: 6/22/2018 1:00:39 PM

To: Block, Molly [block.molly@epa.gov]

Subject: Re: Farm World -- Hardship Waiver Question

Good morning. I had talked to a gentleman Wednesday (I'm sorry I don't remember his name) and he pretty
much answered my question, but said he was supposed to get a statement worked up. Was wondering if he had
gotten a chance to do that yet?

Thanks again.

Jordan

Sent with ProtonMail Secure Email.

------- Original Message -------
On 20 June 2018 10:53 AM, <Jnstrickler@protonmail . com> wrote:

Thanks for you help Ms. Block. It is greatly appreciated it. One other question. If the criteria has
not changed since 2010, why the increase in exemptions?

Just trying to get a better idea.
Thanks.

Jordan

Sent with ProtonMail Secure Email.

------- Original Message -------
On 20 June 2018 9:14 AM, Block, Molly <block.molly@epa.gov> wrote:

Jordan -

“During last week’s Heartland tour, Administrator Pruitt shared that he believes it
is possible to grant the RVP waiver for E15 under the Clean Air Act, and to be
effective, would require a subsequent notice and comment rulemaking process.” —
Lincoln Ferguson, EPA Spokesperson

“The criteria used to grant waivers has not changed since previous
administrations. EPA follows a long-standing, objectively determined process
where the Agency uses a Department of Energy analysis to inform decisions
about refiner exemptions/waivers, for refineries that are below the statutory
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threshold. EPA decisions on waivers are based on refinery-specific information
over which applicants claim CBI protections.” EPA spokesperson

Additional background (not for attribution):

e Any refinery that produces 75,000 barrels or less per day on an annualized
basis can apply for the Small Refinery Hardship exemption.

¢« When first established, the program automatically exempted refineries
based solely on their output, which resulted in 59 small refineries being
exempted from 2007 to 2010. Post-2010, qualifying refineries seeking a
small refinery hardship exemption submit financial information to EPA.
EPA then shares this information with DOE and DOE uses a scoring
matrix to quantify structural, economic and refinery-specific factors that
may contribute to “disproportionate economic hardship.”

e The “formula” for determining hardship is found in the two DOE studies
available here: https://www.epa.gov/renewable-fuel-standard-
program/small-refinery-exemption-studies-department-energy

Sent from my iPhone

On Jun 20, 2018, at 8:25 AM, Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard Robert@epa.gov>
wrote:

Third Floor, will you handle, or should I work with the program?

Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard

Office of Media Relations

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC

+1 (202) 564-6618 (0O)

Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) (M)

From: Jnstrickler@protonmail.com
[mailtoJnstrickler@protonmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, June 19, 2018 11:46 AM
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To: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard Robert@epa gov>
Subject: Farm World -- Hardship Waiver Question

Hi Mr. Daguillard,

My name is Jordan Strickler and I am a freelance writer for Farm
World News. I have been covering the RFS hardship waiver news
for our paper recently and just had a couple of questions, I was
hoping I could have answered.

The first is, what is the formula for deciding a "hardship"? If there
is none currently, do you think that there might be a standard in the
future? The second is what do you think the chances are that the
EPA would allow E-15 year round.

Any help with one or both of those questions would be greatly
appreciated.

Thanks!

Jordan Strickler
859-229-9699

instrickler@protonmail.com
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Message

From: Lynn, Tricia [lynn.tricia@epa.gov]

Sent: 8/6/2018 8:15:24 PM

To: Daguillard, Robert [Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov]; Alan Yu [ayu@whyy.org]
CC: Press [Press@epa.gov]

Subject: RE: ALAN: Your questions on drugs in water

Thanks!

From: Daguillard, Robert

Sent: Monday, August 06, 2018 3:40 PM

To: Alan Yu <ayu@whyy.org>

Cc: Press <Press@epa.gov>

Subject: ALAN: Your questions on drugs in water

Alan, for attribution to “an EPA spokesperson,” please:

Contaminants of emerging concern (CECs), including pharmaceuticals and personal care products (PPCPs), are
increasingly being detected at low levels in surface water, and there 1s concern that these compounds may have an
impact on aquatic life. It 1s important for EPA to be able to evaluate the potential impact of CECs and PPCPs on
aquatic life and have an approach for determining protective levels for aquatic organisms.

https:/ /www.epa.gov/wqc/contaminants-emerging-concern-including-pharmaceuticals-and-personal-care-products

Pharmaceuticals tend to make their way in to our waters primarily through excretion ot active drugs directly from
patients and subsequent incomplete removal ot those pharmaceuticals from our wastewater during wastewater
treatment.

Concentrations of 56 high priority pharmaceuticals (based on predicted concentration and potency) were measured
in eftluent samples trom 50 very large wastewater treatment plants across the country—these 50 plants produce
about one sixth of all municipal wastewater plant etfluent produced in the US. Although pharmaceuticals were
tound in every sample, the concentrations were low and in-line with predictions. This body of work suggests that
risks to humans, from aquatic exposure (including drinking water) to single drugs or mixtures, are low. It also
suggests that risks to aquatic life from most pharmaceuticals are low. https:/ /www.epa.gov/water-research/risks-
aquatic-organisms-posed-human-pharmaceutical-use

-

The recent USEPA/USGS collaboration on contaminants of emerging concern (CECs), which include
pharmaceuticals, in drinking water sampled three municipalities that had ground water as their source of drinking
water as part of the 25 locations that were monitored (see attachment). All three had measurable concentrations of
CECs in their source water and treated drinking water. They tended to be on the lower end of the study, in terms of
the number of detections and concentrations, but they were equivalent to some surface water locations also studied.

A more recent USEPA/USGS collaboration is focused on groundwater in a location switching from onsite septic
systems to community wastewater treatment. The preliminary data have found the concentrations of several
pharmaceuticals within an order of magnitude (a factor of 10) below the concentrations in wastewater treatment

Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard

Office of Media Relations

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC
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+1 (202) 564-6618 (0)
i Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) L (M)
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Message

From: Daguillard, Robert [Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov]

Sent: 8/6/2018 7:57:26 PM

To: Emma Marris [e.marris@gmail.com]

CC: Jones, Enesta [Jones.Enesta@epa.gov]; Press [Press@epa.gov]
Subject: RE: Wildfire Smoke Inquiry for EPA

Fantastic. Thank you, Emma.
Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard

Office of Media Relations

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC

+1 (202) 564-6618 (0)

i Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) L (M)

From: Emma Marris [mailto! Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) |

Sent: Monday, August 06, 2018 3:50 PM

To: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov>

Cc: Jones, Enesta <Jones.Enesta@epa.gov>; Press <Press@epa.gov>
Subject: Re: Wildfire Smoke Inquiry for EPA

Thanks so much for your help. Here's the story: https://www.theguardian.com/world/2018/aug/06/wildfires-west-
oregon-california-smoke

On Mon, Aug 6, 2018 at 7:07 AM Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov> wrote:

Emma, for attribution to U.S. EPA, please:
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The data behind the chart — the uptick is 2 percent on the PM2.5 annual standard, 5 percent on the 24-
hour standard, and 4 percent on the PM10 standard.

2016 -35 -45 -66

2017 -33 -40 -62

Note: The uptick may be caused by wildfires.

Re long-term effects for children,

please see the “Wildfire Guide for Public Health Officials” fact sheet, which addresses children in the
section on sensitive groups. See Children, page 14, here: https:/ /www3.epa.gov/airnow/wildfire may2016-

Also, please see the Science Matters Post:

https:/ /www.epa.gov/sciencematters/danger-wildland-fire-smoke-public-health
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Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard

Office of Media Relations

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC

+1 (202) 564-6618 (0O)

1 Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) (M)

From: Jones, Enesta

Sent: Sunday, August 05, 2018 9:42 PM

To: Emma Marris < _Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) }

Cc: Jones, Enesta <Jones.Enesta@epa.gov>; Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov>
Subject: Re: Wildfire Smoke Inquiry for EPA

Emma, it’s not looking good for tonight. As | mentioned earlier, I'm out of the office tomorrow.

Should you not hear from me tonight (I'll be online a little while longer.), Robert Daguillard, who is acting for me and
cc’ed here, will hopefully be in touch tomorrow with the agency’s response.

On Aug 5, 2018, at 8:30 PM, Emma Marris < Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) | Wrote:

Not sure. I'll know in a few hours. Will send update.
Thanks,
Emma

On Sun, Aug 5, 2018 at 5:29 PM Jones, Enesta <jones.Enesta@epa.gov> wrote:

Nothing has been approved to send. Can you update your story tomorrow?

On Aug 5, 2018, at 4:33 PM, Emma Marris <_Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) »> wrote:

Also, what does the EPA say about the long term risks of breathing in a lot of wildfire smoke? | have info from your
fact sheet (https://www3.epa.gov/airnow/smoke fires/protecting-children-from-wildfire-smoke-and-ash.pdf) about
acute effects for kids but can we say much about longterm effects?
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Thanks so much again,

Emma

On Sun, Aug 5, 2018 at 1:00 PM Emma Marris <! Ex. & Personal Privacy (PP) > Wrote:

Thank you so much! You guys are awesome.

On Sun, Aug 5, 2018 at 12:59 PM Jones, Enesta <lones.Enesta@epa.gov> wrote:

Emma, | just spoke to our subject matter experts and we should be able to get you something today since your
deadline has moved up.

On Aug 5, 2018, at 3:34 PM, Emma Marris < Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) | wWrote:

Hello Enesta,

| just got a call from my editor and he is bumping up my deadline to today in a few hours! Obviously, | don't expect
you to pull a bunch of complicated data, but if you have anything at all that is easy to just zap my way in the next
few hours, | would be super grateful.

Best,

Emma

On Sun, Aug 5, 2018 Jones, Enesta <Jones.Enesta@epa.gov> wrote:

Hi Emma, we have your inquiry below. Do you have additional questions beyond the ones identified below? What's
your hard deadline time on Monday?

Thanks,

Enesta

I've been asked to write a story for the Guardian about what it is like to be stuck inside due to wildfire smoke (with
two bouncy kids). | would love to include some data in the story about how frequent and widespread high smoke
levels are--and whether they have been getting worse in the region. Do you have any way of quantifying how
many people or households are affected by unhealthy levels of smoke each summer? All | could find online was a
graph for PM 2.5 more broadly, which is going down. But | have a hunch that PM2.5 due to wildfire is going up. |
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am especially interested in quantifying how often it gets so high that people are stuck inside. | have a tight
- deadline on this: Monday.

@Emma Marris

emmamarris.com
1-443-794-3840

@Emma_ Marris

emmamarris.com
1-443-794-3840

1-443-794-3840

emmamarris.com
1-443-794-3840
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Message

From: Hewitt, James [hewitt.james@epa.gov]

Sent: 7/17/2018 5:52:48 PM

To: Daguillard, Robert [Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov]; Press [Press@epa.gov]
Subject: RE: For Review: BNV (P. Rizzuto) - TSCA questions; deadline 11 a.m. tomorrow

Robert, good if not already approved by Molly.

From: Daguillard, Robert

Sent: Tuesday, July 17, 2018 12:10 PM

To: Press <Press@epa.gov>

Subject: RE: For Review: BNV (P. Rizzuto) - TSCA questions; deadline 11 a.m. tomorrow

OK to send?
Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard

Office of Media Relations

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC

+1 (202) 564-6618 (0)

Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) L (M)

From: Daguillard, Robert
Sent: Tuesday, July 17, 2018 11:07 AM

To: Press <Press@epa.gov>
Subject: For Review: BNV (P. Rizzuto) - TSCA questions; deadline 11 a.m. tomorrow

SUMMARY: I suggest sending! Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP) '
: Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP) i
. Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP) ibut the reporter has said she could take what we send her by the deadhne.
""" OK'TO S'END FORATTRIBUTION TO A SPOKERSPERSON? — Pat Rizzuto — BNV —

BIREARILeT ‘abloombe STECHVIDINENLCOm

RESPONSE: | Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard

Office of Media Relations

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC
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+1 (202) 564-6618 (0O)
Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) (M)

From: Rizzuto, Denise Pat [mailto:prizuto@bloombersenvironmentoom]
Sent: Monday, July 16, 2018 4:00 PM

To: Press <Press@epa.gov>

Subject: TSCA questions; deadline 11 a.m. tomorrow

1) Context: When EPA released its new chemicals framework, the agency said it would be a living document that
would evolve.

(uestion: Is the agency planning changes to that framework?

2) Cuestions: If so, will the agency test those changes internally first? Announce the proposed changes and accept
public comment? Take another approach?

3) Contexi: Among chemical manufacturers key concerns are the amount of time it takes to get EPA’s approval for
a new chemical; the amount of time it takes staff to reply to questions from companies about the agency’s
proposed conclusions; the (too many they say) number of reasonably foreseen scenarios the agency staff can
imagine; and SNURs.

Cuesticns stemming from those concerns:
e Are there new steps the agency is taking that will reduce the amount of time it takes the agency
to review new chemicals?
e |s the agency revising what can be considered “reasonably foreseen?” If so, how?
e Does the agency think it should reduce SNURs? If so, why and how would it accomplish that. If
not, what’s that rationale?

4) Context: Recent “Certain New Chemical Substances; Receipt and Status Information” notices published in the
Federal Register have Notice of Commencement dates that say a company began to make that chemical many
years ago {see screenshot example beneath my question). | believe, under TSCA, a company is supposed to
submit NOC within 30 days of being allowed to make a new chemical.

Questions: Are those companies in violation of TSCA?
= If so, will enforcement action be taken?
= |f not, why not?
= |s the agency offering some kind of clemency for discoveries made during the inventory
notification active/inactive process?
Two Screenshots follow:
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Pat Rizzuto
Chemicals Reporter

Bloomberg Environment

(703) 341-3741
rizzutodbbloombergenvironmentcom
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Message

From: Daguillard, Robert [Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov]
Sent: 9/11/2019 3:21:12 PM

To: Rikardy Tooge [rikardy.tooge@tvglobo.com.br]

CC: Press [Press@epa.gov]

Subject: RE: Subject: [Request from Brazil] Pesticides in USA

Got tt. Thanks.
Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard

Communications Officer (Detail)
Office of Chemical Safety

and Pollution Prevention

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC

+1 (202) 564-6618 (0)

Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) (M)

From: Rikardy Tooge <rikardy.tooge@tvglobo.com.br>
Sent: Wednesday, September 11, 2019 11:20 AM

To: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov>

Cc: Press <Press@epa.gov>

Subject: RE: Subject: [Request from Brazil] Pesticides in USA

Good afternoon Robert
if you answer me this week it'll be perfect.
But | also can wait next week.

Kind regards,

Rikardy Tooge

Reporter — G1 Agro

i Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) |
SORNALISMO () GLOBO

Rua Pvandro Oa de Andrade, 160 | MY, 12 andar
Yita Cordeirs - 580 Paulo (5P}

De: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov>
Enviado: quarta-feira, 11 de setembro de 2019 12:17
Para: Rikardy Tooge <rikardy.tcoge@tvglobo.com.br>

Cc: Press <Press@epa.gov>
Assunto: RE: Subject: [Request from Brazil] Pesticides in USA

Good afternoon Rikardy,

Thanks tor reaching out. Are you on deadline?
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Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard

Communications Officer (Detail)
Office of Chemical Safety

and Pollution Prevention

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC

+1 (202) 564-6618 (0O)

i Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) (M)

From: Rikardy Tooge <rikardy.tooge@tvglobo.com.br>
Sent: Wednesday, September 11, 2019 11:09 AM
To: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov>

Cc: Press <Press@epa.gov>
Subject: RE: Subject: [Request from Brazil] Pesticides in USA

Hello Robert
it's Rikardy again. | have another question about the pesticide use in US. Could you help my one more time?

In US how farmers can buy pesticides? Are they need a "prescription” — or something like that —for purchase
the pesticide?

Kind regards,

Rikardy Tooge

Repdrter — 81 Agro

Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) |

FORNALIBIO () GLO80

Rua Fvandro Carlos de andrade, 1680 1 M3, 12 andar
Yila Cordeiro - 580 Pauin {88

De: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov>
Enviado: sexta-feira, 16 de agosto de 2019 18:18
Para: Rikardy Tooge <rikardy.tooge@tvglobo.com.br>

Cc: Press <Press@epa.gov>
Assunto: Re: Subject: [Request from Brazil] Pesticides in USA

Our response is what we sent you.

Robert Daguillard

Communications Officer {Detail)
Office of Chemical Safety

and Pollution Prevention

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC

+1 {202) 564-6618 (0)

i Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) :(M)
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On Aug 16, 2019, at 5:16 PM, Rikardy Tooge <rikardy.tooge@tvglobo.com.br> wrote:

Thanks for the answers.

About the 'Response 2', is it possible to precisely which is the number of active ingredients registered in
USA?

Rikardy Tooge

Repdrier — G1 Agro

| Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP)
<Outlook-cid_e17519.png>

Fua Bvardre Carlos de Andrade, 1680 1 M3, 12 andar
YVita Cordeirs - 380 Pauln (5P}

De: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov>
Enviado: sexta-feira, 16 de agosto de 2019 18:10
Para: Rikardy Tooge <rikardy.tooge@tvglobo.com.br>

Cc: Press <Press@epa.gov>
Assunto: Re: Subject: [Request from Brazil] Pesticides in USA

Rikardy, for attribution to “an EPA Spokesperson,” please:

Question 1: I'm writing about the pesticides registrations in Brazil and compare that with EU and USA.
One of the points of the story is which is the most used active substances in each place. I've saw
informations about the most used active substances in 2012, but do you have more recent data about
that?

Response 1: EPA’s Pesticide Industry Sales and Usage report that came out in January 2017 and covers
the period 2008-2012 is our most recent report.

Question 2: The last but not the least, I'd like to confirm the number of active substances for pesticides
registered in USA. In the EPA's database I've the number is 508 active substances authorized in
agriculture use, is that correct?

Response 2: There are roughly 500 active ingredients registered for agricultural use in the United States.

Robert Daguillard

Communications Officer {Detail)
Office of Chemical Safety

and Pollution Prevention

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC

+1 {202) 564-6618 (0)

E Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) {M)

On Aug 8, 2019, at 11:17 AM, Rikardy Tooge <rikardy.tooge@tvglobo.com.br> wrote:

My deadline is as soon as possible, but | can wait. This friday is that possible? If not, I'll
wait for next week. | need these informations to finish my story.

Thanks for the answer.

Best regards,
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Rikardy Tooge

Repdrter — G1 Agro

i Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) !
<Qutlook-cid_e17519.png>

Rua Evandro Carlos de Andrade, 160 1 M3, 1% andar
Yita Cordelo - 380 Paulo (5P}

De: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov>
Enviado: quinta-feira, 8 de agosto de 2019 12:11
Para: Rikardy Tooge <rikardy.tooge@tvglobo.com.br>
Cc: Press <Press@epa.gov>

Assunto: Subject: [Request from Brazil] Pesticides in USA

Good morning and thanks for reaching out,
Are you on deadline?
Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard

Communications Officer (Detail)
Office of Chemical Safety

and Pollution Prevention

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC

+1 (202) 564-6618 (0O)

Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) (M)

Resent-From: <Press@epa.gov>

From: Rikardy Tooge <rikardy.tooge@tvglobo.com.br>
Date: August 8, 2019 at 10:25:25 AM EDT

To: Press <Press@epa.gov>

Subject: [Request from Brazil] Pesticides in USA

My name is Rikardy and I'm a agriculture reporter for G1, the major Brazilian
news website.

First of all, Sorry for my English knowledge.

{'m writting about the pesticides registrations in Brazil and compare that with EU
and USA. One of the point of the story is wich is the most used active substances
in each place. I've saw informations about the most used active substances in
2012, but have you the recently data about that?

The last but not the least, I'd like to confirm the number of active substances for
pesticides registered in USA. In the EPA's database I've the number is 508 active

substances autorized in agriculture use, is that correct?

Looking forward to hear from you soon.
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Kind regards,

Rikardy Tooge

Repdrter — G1 Agro

i Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP)
<Qutlook-cid_e17519.png>

Rua Bvandrs Carlos de Andrade, 160 ] M3, 12 andar
Yita Cordeiro - 580 Paulo (3F)
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Message

From: Daguillard, Robert [Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov]
Sent: 9/11/2019 3:17:30 PM

To: Rikardy Tooge [rikardy.tooge@tvglobo.com.br]

CC: Press [Press@epa.gov]

Subject: RE: Subject: [Request from Brazil] Pesticides in USA

Good afternoon Rikardy,
Thanks for reaching out. Are you on deadline?
Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard

Communications Officer (Detail)
Office of Chemical Safety

and Pollution Prevention

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC

+1 (202) 564-6618 (0O)

Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) | (M)

From: Rikardy Tooge <rikardy.tooge@tvglobo.com.br>
Sent: Wednesday, September 11, 2019 11:09 AM

To: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov>

Cc: Press <Press@epa.gov>

Subject: RE: Subject: [Request from Brazil] Pesticides in USA

Hello Robert
it's Rikardy again. | have another question about the pesticide use in US. Could you help my one more time?

in US how farmers can buy pesticides? Are they need a "prescription” — or something like that —for purchase
the pesticide?

Kind regards,

Rikardy Tooge
Repdrter — G1 Agro
i Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) |
soRmaLERO (0 51080
Rua Fvandro Carios de Andrade, 180 1 B3, 19 andar
Wity Cordelro - 580 Pauio (8P

De: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov>
Enviado: sexta-feira, 16 de agosto de 2019 18:18
Para: Rikardy Tooge <rikardy.tooge@tvglobo.com.br>

Cc: Press <Press@epa.gov>
Assunto: Re: Subject: [Request from Brazil] Pesticides in USA
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Our response is what we sent you.

Robert Daguillard

Communications Officer (Detail)
Office of Chemical Safety

and Pollution Prevention

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC

+1 {202} 564-6618 (O)

Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) :(M)

On Aug 16, 2019, at 5:16 PM, Rikardy Tooge <rikardy.tooge@tvglobo.com.br> wrote:

Thanks for the answers.

About the 'Response 2', is it possible to precisely which is the number of active ingredients registered in
USA?

Rikardy Tooge
Repdrter — Gl Agro

Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) !
<Qutlook-cid_e17519.png>
Rua Bvandrs Carlos de Andrade, 160 1 M3, 12 andar
YVita Cordeirs - 380 Pauln (5P}

De: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov>
Enviado: sexta-feira, 16 de agosto de 2019 18:10
Para: Rikardy Tooge <rikardy.tooge@tvglobo.com.br>

Cc: Press <Press@epa.gov>

Assunto: Re: Subject: [Request from Brazil] Pesticides in USA

Rikardy, for attribution to “an EPA Spokesperson,” please:

Question 1: I'm writing about the pesticides registrations in Brazil and compare that with EU and USA.
One of the points of the story is which is the most used active substances in each place. I've saw
informations about the most used active substances in 2012, but do you have more recent data about
that?

Response 1: EPA’s Pesticide Industry Sales and Usage report that came out in January 2017 and covers
the period 2008-2012 is our most recent report.

Question 2: The last but not the least, I'd like to confirm the number of active substances for pesticides
registered in USA. In the EPA's database I've the number is 508 active substances authorized in
agriculture use, is that correct?

Response 2: There are roughly 500 active ingredients registered for agricultural use in the United States.

Robert Daguillard

Communications Officer {Detail)
Office of Chemical Safety

and Pollution Prevention

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC
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+1 (202} 564-6618 {O)

| i
5 Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) (M)

On Aug 8, 2019, at 11:17 AM, Rikardy Tooge <rikardy.tooge@tvglobo.com.br> wrote:

My deadline is as soon as possible, but | can wait. This friday is that possible? If not, I'll
wait for next week. | need these informations to finish my story.

Thanks for the answer.

Best regards,

Rikardy Tooge
Reparter — G1 Agro
i Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) :
<Outlook-cid_e17519.png>
Rua Evandro Carios de Andrade, 160 B3, 1% andar
Yita Cordelo - 380 Paulo (5P}

De: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Rohert@epa.gov>
Enviado: quinta-feira, 8 de agosto de 2019 12:11
Para: Rikardy Tooge <rikardy.tooge@tvglobo.com.br>

Cc: Press <Press@epa.gov>
Assunto: Subject: [Request from Brazil] Pesticides in USA

Good morning and thanks for reaching out,
Are you on deadline?
Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard

Communications Officer (Detail)
Office of Chemical Safety

and Pollution Prevention

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC

+1 (202) 564-6618 (0O)

i Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) | (M)

Resent-From: <Press@epa.gov>

From: Rikardy Tooge <rikardy.tooge@tvglobo.com.br>
Date: August 8, 2019 at 10:25:25 AM EDT

To: Press <Press@epa.gov>
Subject: [Request from Brazil] Pesticides in USA

My name is Rikardy and I’'m a agriculture reporter for G1, the major Brazilian
news website.

First of all, Sorry for my English knowledge.
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I'm writting about the pesticides registrations in Brazil and compare that with EU
and USA. One of the point of the story is wich is the most used active substances
in each place. I've saw informations about the most used active substances in
2012, but have you the recently data about that?

The last but not the least, I'd like to confirm the number of active substances for
pesticides registered in USA. In the EPA's database I've the number is 508 active
substances autorized in agriculture use, is that correct?

Looking forward to hear from you soon.

Kind regards,

Rikardy Tooge
Repdrter — G1 Agro

i Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP)
<Qutlook-cid_e17519.png>
Rua Evandro Carlos de Andrade, 160 1 M3, 1% andar
Yita Cordeiro - 580 Paulo (3F)
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Message

From: Jones, Enesta [Jones.Enesta@epa.gov]

Sent: 9/10/2019 2:57:45 PM

To: Press [Press@epa.gov]

Subject: Fwd: Press Inquiry: Speak to someone about storm/flood clean up?
With ORIA.

From: Haniya Rae <haniva rae(@consumer.org>

Date: September 10,2019 at 10:37:01 AM EDT

To: "Jones, Enesta" <Jones Enestaf@epa.gov>

Cc: Press <Press(@epa.gov>

Subject: Re: Press Inquiry: Speak to someone about storm/flood clean up?

Hello Enesta,
Before 4pm EST today, if possible. Let me know if another agency might be better at answering, though.
Here are the questions:

What do you do first if you smell gas or see downed powerlines near your home?
Are shovels the best way to remove debris from your home? Where should debris be piled up?

If you have a dehumidifier (or multiple dehumidifiers), where should it be placed?

How long should you you keep an airflow through a house if you're trying to dry it out? Is there a magic
number or moisture level?

If objects/surfaces in your home feel dry after a flood, should you just assume that they could still harbor mold?

If you have to remove drywall, how long should you leave your walls open and allow to dry? Is there an indoor
moisture level recommended?

How soon can you replace vinyl, carpet, furniture, and other surfaces?

Is there any certification that people should look for if a contractor offers their services for mold cleanup? (ie:
how do people know whether they're being scammed?)

'On Tue, Sep 10, 2019 at 9:47 AM Jones, Enesta <Jones Enesta@epa.gov> wrote:
- Hello Haniya,

Our indoor air office should be able to assist. Can you please send your specific questions and hard deadline?
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On Sep 10, 2019, at 9:46 AM, Haniya Rae <haniya rae{@consumer.org> wrote:

Hello,

We're working on a story about cleaning up your home after a flood. I was wondering if I could speak to an
expert for attribution who can talk about mold and cleanup. I'd need to speak to someone before EOD. Thanks!

Haniya Rae

Associate Content Manager, Home & Appliance
Consumer Reports Magazine

101 Truman Avenue, Yonkers, NY 10703

O:

* * K

This e-mail message is intended only for the designated recipilent(s) named above. The
information contained in this e-mail and any attachments may be confidential or legally
=ci, If you are not the intended recipient, you may not review, tain, copy,

bute cr use this e-m

. or any attachment for any purp 2, o disclose
part of its contents. If you have received this e-mail in errcr, please immediately

notify the sender by reply e-mail and permanently delete this e-mail and any attachments

any

from your computer system.
PR
Haniya Rae

Associate Content Manager, Home & Appliance
Consumer Reports Magazine

101 Truman Avenue, Yonkers, NY 10703

0: 914 378 2012

haniva raedlconsumer. o

* kK
This e-mall message 1s intended only for the designated recipilent(s) named abocve. The
information contained in this e-mail and any attachments may be confidential or legally

privileged. TIf you are not the intended reciplent, you may not review, retain, copy,

redistribute or use this e-mail cr any attachment for any purpose, or disclicse all or any
part of its contents. If you have received this e-mall in error, please ilmmediately
notify the sender by reply e-mail and permanently delete this e-mail and any attachments
from your computer system.

e ke
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Message

From: Haniya Rae [haniya.rae@consumer.org]

Sent: 9/10/2019 1:45:30 PM

To: Press [Press@epa.gov]

Subject: Press Inquiry: Speak to someone about storm/flood clean up?
Hello,

We're working on a story about cleaning up your home after a flood. I was wondering if I could speak to an
expert for attribution who can talk about mold and cleanup. I'd need to speak to someone before EOD. Thanks!

Haniya Rae

Associate Content Manager, Home & Appliance
Consumer Reports Magazine

101 Truman Avenue, Yonkers, NY 10703

= ConsumerReports

Srrrrber chodoes for o betber world

message 1s intended only for the designated recipient(s) named abocve. The
contained in this e-mail and any attachments may be confidential or legally

I If you are not the intended reciplent, you may not review, retaln, copy,
redistribute or use this e-mail cr any attachment for any purpose, or disclicse all or any
part of its contents. If you have received this e-mall in error, please ilmmediately
notify the sender by reply e-mail and permanently delete this e-mail and any attachments
from your computer system.

e ke
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Message

From: Julie Halpert : Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) i

Sent: 9/14/2018 12:15:33 PM

To: Birgfeld, Erin [Birgfeld.Erin@epa.gov]

CC: Brusstar, Matt [brusstar.matt@epa.gov]; Mylan, Christopher [Mylan.Christopher@epa.gov]; Fowlkes, Sarah
[fowlkes.sarah@epa.gov]; Haugen, David [haugen.david@epa.gov]; Block, Molly [block.molly@epa.gov]

Subject: Re: SEf tour Logistics and Detail for Oct. 4

[y3

Thanks, Erin. I've passed this on to the SEJ tour coordinators. My cell S ex. o Persanat rvacy ) | ROGET'S 18!

. « ! i Lttt e e
Jlm's 1S | Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) i

On September 14, 2018 at 8:01 AM "Birgfeld, Erin" <Birgfeld Erin@epa.gov> wrote:

Dear Julie,

Thanks for a good meeting yesterday. | spoke with our security folks and they are recommending that
the bus does go to the Lab entrance on Plymouth road. As long as we have a list of attendees one week
in advance they will be able to check IDs of everyone while they are on the bus, and then they won't
have to check IDs again once they are on the inside.

Below is a list of everything that we have discussed to date so we have it in one place.

Please send me your cell number so we can me in contact on the day of the event in case we need to
coordinate. Mine is at the bottom of this email.

Let me know if I've missed anything. We are looking forward to hosting you.

Best regards,
Erin

Security and Logistics
e To streamline security we will need to have a full list of attendees by Sept. 27 (one week ahead
of the tour). You can send this list to me and I'll coordinate with security.

e [International visitors must provide all the required information to EPA by Sept. 20 (two weeks
before the tour). EPA will send this information to the Department of Homeland Security for
screening. Please send the completed spreadsheet with international participants’ information
to me by Sept. 20", I've re-attached the spreadsheet for easy reference.

e The bus should go to the NVFEL lab entrance at 2565 Plymouth Road. Security will check IDs
while the participants are on the bus. Visitors will not need to show their IDs again when they
enter the building.

e Everyone on the tour must be signed up and must bring a government issued ID such as a
drivers’ license or passport. Note that the bus driver will also need his or her ID to get through

the check point — this has been a problem in the past!

e International visitors must bring their passport as ID.
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e Attendees who don’t have the required ID will, unfortunately, be denied entry.

e Upon entry to the building everyone must go through a security check which includes going
through a magnetometer and a bag screening. To save time, please encourage people to travel
light and leave bags on the bus!

e No weapons are allowed in the facility, and that includes pocket knives.

Photos and Audio Recordings

e EPA will provide stock photos of key attributes of the laboratory including the emission test
cells, Portable Emissions Monitors, and the Heavy Duty Dynamometers. [lulie — let’s talk what is
the best way to provide this? These will be large files...]

e Ingeneral, photography is prohibited in the lab to protect potential confidential
information. However, the tour leader will point out a few places where photographs can be
taken.

e Unfortunately, we won't be able to allow audio recording in the lab for this tour.

Other Ground Rules

e Dr. David Haugen is the Director of the Laboratory will be giving the tour. Everything that he
says can be used on background in the reporters stories.

e At the end of the tour Byron Bunker, Director of the Compliance Division will be available for
about 20 minutes to answer questions on the record and for attribution.

Agenda and Timing
e 2:15/2:30 pm Bus Arrives
e 2:30pm - 2:45 pm Attendees go through security
e 2:45 pm — 3:45/4:00 pm Lab tour

Lab Tour Overview

e Brief (5-7 min) stand-up overview of NVFEL, including history of the lab and the scope of our
testing mission. Include a bit of history on the CAFE standards over time.

e Car\SUV\pick-up vehicle testing area: learn how cars are emissions & fuel economy tested and
how the test results impact the environment and the auto industry (this show and tell includes
both advance tech cars on display and vehicles being testing on chassis dynos, cold &
hot). Attendees will learn about:

o How emissions and fuel economy testing is performed, changes we’ve made to car\SUV
testing post VW and why.

o How changes in car technology, both recent (EVs, hybrids, advanced techs) and around-
the-corner (advanced safety systems, autonomous vehicles, shared mobility) could
affect the environment.

o Our testing preparations for these future cars - less laboratory-centric, adding real-world
operations - to keep pace with future transportation.

e Heavy-duty truck emissions testing, how it is changing, and why emissions from on-highway
trucks and buses increasingly matter.
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o This will include a “behind the curtain” look at our unique\really big heavy duty
dynamometer and other heavy duty testing equipment.

Contact Information
Press Questions and Follow Up: press@ena.gov

Molly Block, EPA Press Secretary

Work cell:} ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP i
Email: Block mollv@epnazov

For Logistical and Organization Issues:

Ex. 6 Personal Pri

i Ex. s Personal privacy (PP) | (WO Tk cell) /L5 8 Personal Privac PP {personal cell as backup)

Email: Birgleld erin®epa.gov

Erin Birgfeld

Communications Director

Office of Transportation and Air Quality
U.S. EPA

202-564-6741 (work)
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Message

From: Birgfeld, Erin [Birgfeld.Erin@epa.gov]

Sent: 9/14/2018 12:01:31 PM

To: Julie Halpert Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) i

CC: Brusstar, Matt [brusstar.matt@epa.gov]; Haugen, David [haugen.david@epa.gov]; Block, Molly
[block.molly@epa.gov]; Mylan, Christopher [Mylan.Christopher@epa.gov]; Fowlkes, Sarah [fowlkes.sarah@epa.gov]

Subject: SEJ tour Logistics and Detail for Oct. 4

Attachments: foreign-visitors-information-template.xls

Dear Julie,

Thanks for a good meeting yesterday. | spoke with our security folks and they are recommending that the bus does go
to the Lab entrance on Plymouth road. As long as we have a list of attendees one week in advance they will be able to
check 1Ds of everyone while they are on the bus, and then they won’t have to check IDs again once they are on the
inside.

Below is a list of everything that we have discussed to date so we have it in one place.

Please send me your cell number so we can me in contact on the day of the event in case we need to coordinate. Mine
is at the bottom of this email.

Let me know if I've missed anything. We are looking forward to hosting you.
Best regards,

Erin

Security and Logistics
e To streamline security we will need to have a full list of attendees by Sept. 27 (one week ahead of the
tour). You can send this list to me and I'll coordinate with security.

e [nternational visitors must provide all the required information to EPA by Sept. 20 (two weeks before the
tour). EPA will send this information to the Department of Homeland Security for screening. Please send the

completed spreadsheet with international participants’ information to me by Sept. 20'. I've re-attached the
spreadsheet for easy reference.

e The bus should go to the NVFEL lab entrance at 2565 Plymouth Road. Security will check IDs while the
participants are on the bus. Visitors will not need to show their IDs again when they enter the building.

e Everyone on the tour must be signed up and must bring a government issued ID such as a drivers’ license or
passport. Note that the bus driver will also need his or her ID to get through the check point — this has been a
problem in the past!

e International visitors must bring their passport as ID.

e Attendees who don’t have the required ID will, unfortunately, be denied entry.

e Upon entry to the building everyone must go through a security check which includes going through a
magnetometer and a bag screening. To save time, please encourage people to travel light and leave bags on

the bus!

e No weapons are allowed in the facility, and that includes pocket knives.
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Photos and Audio Recordings

e EPA will provide stock photos of key attributes of the laboratory including the emission test cells, Portable
Emissions Monitors, and the Heavy Duty Dynamometers. [lulie — let’s talk what is the best way to provide
this? These will be large files...]

e Ingeneral, photography is prohibited in the lab to protect potential confidential information. However, the tour
leader will point out a few places where photographs can be taken.

e Unfortunately, we won't be able to allow audio recording in the [ab for this tour.

Other Ground Rules

e Dr. David Haugen is the Director of the Laboratory will be giving the tour. Everything that he says can be used
on background in the reporters stories.

e At the end of the tour Byron Bunker, Director of the Compliance Division will be available for about 20 minutes
to answer questions on the record and for attribution.

Agenda and Timing
e 2:15/2:30 pm Bus Arrives
e 2:30 pm - 2:45 pm Attendees go through security
e 2:45 pm — 3:45/4:00 pm Lab tour

Lab Tour Overview

e Brief (5-7 min) stand-up overview of NVFEL, including history of the lab and the scope of our testing
mission. Include a bit of history on the CAFE standards over time.

e  Car\SUV\pick-up vehicle testing area: learn how cars are emissions & fuel economy tested and how the test
results impact the environment and the auto industry (this show and tell includes both advance tech cars on
display and vehicles being testing on chassis dynos, cold & hot). Attendees will learn about:

o How emissions and fuel economy testing is performed, changes we've made to car\SUV testing post VW
and why.

o How changes in car technology, both recent {(EVs, hybrids, advanced techs) and around-the-corner
{advanced safety systems, autonomous vehicles, shared mobility) could affect the environment.

o Our testing preparations for these future cars - less laboratory-centric, adding real-world operations - to
keep pace with future transportation.

e Heavy-duty truck emissions testing, how it is changing, and why emissions from on-highway trucks and buses
increasingly matter.

o This will include a “behind the curtain” look at our unique\really big heavy duty dynamometer and other
heavy duty testing equipment.

Contact Information

Work cell: i Ex.8PersonalPrivacy Py |
Email: block. mollviepa.gov
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For Logistical and Organization Issues:
Erin Birgfeld Communications Director, Office of Transportation and Air Quality

Emall Bir feid erinffieng, ‘§i}\i

Erin Birgfeld

Communications Director

Office of Transportation and Air Quality
U.S. EPA

202:564-6741 (work)
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Message

From: Daguillard, Robert [Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov]

Sent: 7/18/2018 6:56:45 PM

To: Bunge, Jacob [jacob.bunge@wsj.com]

CC: Press [Press@epa.gov]

Subject: RE: Query re: dicamba registration, from Wall Street Journal

Good afternoon Jacob,
For attribution to “an EPA Spokesperson,” please:

Q1 Follow Up. So have EPA officials participated in investigating any such incidents this year? How many? In
which states? And how many cases were EPA officials directly involved in investigating last year? What are the

conclusions so far as to the main causes of crop damage? And in general, how many of your folks are working on
this?

R1. As mentioned in our previous response, generally, states have primacy for compliance monitoring and
enforcing pesticide regulations. (See more information in Background below). However, EPA ofticials in
headquarters and regional offices are participating in and supporting investigations across vartous states. We cannot
comment on ongoing enforcement matters.

EPA 1s still recetving dicamba incident reports from the states and others, in order to conduct its analysis of the
main causes of crop damage. EPA will continue to collect data through the end of the 2018 growing season. For
more information on last year’s incidents see this 2017, presentation to the Pesticide Program Dialogue Committee :
www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2017-11/documents/ppde-dicamba-overview-update-nov-1-2017.pdf.

Q2 Follow Up. What sort of information is EPA getting from the producers, state oftficials, extension experts? Are
there some specific examples, like photos of alleged crop damage, or climate conditions in which damage/drift was
alleged to have occurred? What information/data are you getting from the pesticide and seed manufacturers?

R2. EPA 1s recetving multiple forms of information from multiple sources including, the Association of American
Pesticide Control Officials, which 1s surveying states to gather information related to dicamba use and caseloads. To
see examples of the data collected, please visit: https://aapco.org/2015/07/02/dicamba/.

Q4 Follow Up. What are some examples or parameters or data will EPA consider in its decision on whether to
extend the product registrations?

R4. Available information may include state narrative teedback, grower expertences, incident and acre damage
reporting, regulatory compliance review, data from USDA, commodity experts and others. EPA 1s seeking
teedback from all impacted parties.

Q6 Follow Up. How will the criminal investigations into potentially illicit dicamba applications play into the
decision on whether or not to re-register the products?

R6. Please contact the U.S. Attorney’s Oftice for the Fastern District of Missourt.

Background

To elaborate on our previous response, under certain circumstances, FIFRA conveys primary enforcement
responsibility tor use violations to the states. Where a state has primacy, use mnvestigations are generally conducted
under state law. Each state has a lead agency (often the state department of agriculture) with primary responsibility
tor investigating incidents involving pesticide use of pesticides.
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Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard

Office of Media Relations

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC

+1 (202) 564-6618 (0O)

| Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) | (M)

From: Bunge, Jacob [mailto:jacob.bunge@wsj.com]

Sent: Wednesday, July 18, 2018 11:07 AM

To: Jones, Enesta <Jones.Enesta@epa.gov>

Cc: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov>

Subject: Re: Query re: dicamba registration, from Wall Street Journal

Enesta, any further read on this?

Jacob Bunge

Reporter, The Wall Street Journal
Chicago, IL

312750 4117 (office)

E Ex. 6 Personal Privacy {PP) : (moblle)

Jacob.bunge@wsi.com
@jacobbunge

On Fri, Jul 13, 2018 at 8:30 AM, Bunge, Jacob <jacob.bunge@wsj.com> wrote:
Alright, thanks

Jacob Bunge

Reporter, The Wall Street Journal
Chicago, IL

312 750 4117 (office)

E Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) (mObI|e)

Jacob binge@wsi.com
@jacobbunge

On Fri, Jul 13, 2018 at 7:46 AM, Jones, Enesta <Jones.Enesta@epa.gov> wrote:

Hi Jacob, circling back with you on this. We will need until next week, maybe until the week of 7/23. We're doing our
best and will certainly keep you posted. Thanks for your patience.

OnJul 9, 2018, at 11:22 AM, Bunge, Jacob <jacob.bunge@wsj.com> wrote:

Enesta, thanks for your note the other day, any read on this?
-Jacob

Jacob Bunge
Reporter, The Wall Street Journal
Chicago, IL
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312 750 41 1 7 (offlce)

Jaoob.bunqe@wsmom
@jacobbunge

On Thu, Jul 5, 2018 at 9:33 PM, Jones, Enesta <Jones.Enesta@epa.gov> wrote:

Hi Jacob, reaching out to let you know I'm covering for Robert until 7/13. Your follow-up, as you know, is already in
the pipeline. I'll get you something when it's ready. Don’t hesitate to contact me if you need anything further.

Have a good night.

On Jun 28, 2018, at 2:45 PM, Bunge, Jacob <jacob.bunge@wsj.com> wrote:

Robert, thanks, and please see some follow-up questions below. I'm around this afternoon to discuss further: 312
750 4117

Thanks,

Jacob

1. Is EPA continuing to investigate reports of crop damage from drift/volatlity this year, and
speaking with farmers as part of this? Or is the agency mainly relying on state ag officials and
extension researchers for an on-the-ground picture in the affected regions?
Generally, states have primacy tor complance monitoring and enforcing pestictde regulations. Nevertheless
EPA and the states are both focused on this use and will promptly investigate any r€p01'tfd incidents to he];
understand the causes and prevent them in the future.
50 have EPA otficals participated in investigating any such inctdents this year? How many? In which states? And
how many cases were EPA offictals directly involved w investigating last year? What are the conclusions so far as
to the mamn causes of crop damage? And i general, how many of your tolks are working on this?

2. How is EPA measuring or tracking the results of the registrants' efforts to train farmers
and applicators, and distribute equipment like nozzles that are supposed to reduce drift? What
data are the companies providing to EPA? (They've talked to us a bit about how they are
sharing their findings but it's not clear whether this information's being relayed to EPA
uniformly from all the registrants, or if it's primarily coming from Monsanto)

EPA 13 working with state lead agencies in affected states through the Association of American Pestictde Control
{,,)Iﬁf:lalb to monitor the implementation and use of the new labels. Applicators involved in the application of the
three products registered for over-the-top use on soybean and/or cotton are required to complete training
designed to ensure safe use of these pesticides. Some states required that applicators take the state’s own traming
i hc;u of the registrant training. EPA 1s also working closely with and obtaining information from producers,
agriculture professionals, state officials, and university extension experts.

What sort of information 138 EPA gettung from the producers, state ofticials, extension experts? Are there some
specific examples, like photos of alleged crop damage, or climate conditions m which damage/dritt was alleged
to have occurred? What imformation/data are you getting from the pesticide and seed manufacturers?

3. Is the EPA also seeking information from farmers/researchers/agricultural companies in
Arkansas, where dicamba’s prohibited for in-season application this year?
Yes, EPA 15 in regular contact with farmers, researchers, and agrnicultural companies to remain informed of any
dicamba 1ssues occurring in the 2018 growing season, mcluding those from Arkansas.

4. What parameters or data will EPA consider in its decision on whether to extend the
product registrations?
EPA will consider all available mformaton in 1ts decision-making process regarding the upcoming regulatory
decision tor the dicamba products.
What are some examples?
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5. Does EPA plan to register these products for another two years, or for a longer time
period?
We have not yet made a regulatory dectsion. Our goal is to make a regulatory decision in time to inform seed and
weed management purchase decisions tor the 2019 growing season.

6. Does the EPA continue to pursue a criminal investigation into potentially illicit dicamba
applications? H so, how is this informing the decision on whether or not to renew or extend
the dicamba product registrations? (Investigation and search warrants referenced

here: https:/ /www.bradlev.com/insights /publications / 2016/ 10/ us-environmental-protection-agency-

opens-cruninal-tnvestigaton-into-herbicide-spraying).
Please contact the U.S. Attorney’s Otfice for the Eastern District of Missourt.
How will these play into the decision on whether or not to re-register the products?

7. By when does EPA expect to make a decision, given registration runs up in November?
Our goal 18 to make a regulatory decsion in time to inform seed and weed management purchase decisions for
the 2019 growing season.

Jacob Bunge

Reporter, The Wall Street Journal
Chicago, IL

312750 41

L Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (°P) (T O bl )
Jacob.bunge@wsi.com
@jacobbunge

On Thu, Jun 28, 2018 at 12:53 PM, Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov> wrote:

Jacob, on background, please:

Incoming: Robert, to follow up -- we've been talking with farmers, extension researchers, seed companies and
state ag department officials off an on regarding dicamba application, as well as this year's ramp-up in 2,4-D
traited acreage in corn. We're monitoring the crop-damage reports across the various farm states and talking to
the dicamba registrants about their efforts to mitigate this, as well as what the farmers and extension folks are
seeing, and getting a read on how EPA's looking at this in advance of the decision to extend the product
registrations later this year. So I wanted to make sure we're getting a full picture there of how the agency's
approaching this. Here are (0s.

1. Is EPA continuing to investigate reports of crop damage from drift/volatility this year, and
speaking with farmers as part of this? Or is the agency mainly relying on state ag officials and
extension researchers for an on-the-ground picture in the affected regions?

Generally, states have primacy for compliance monitoring and enforcing pesticide regulations. Nevertheless,
EPA and the states are both focused on this use and will promptly investigate any reported incidents to help us
understand the causes and prevent them in the tuture.
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2. How is EPA measuring or tracking the results of the registrants' efforts to train farmers and
applicators, and distribute equipment like nozzles that are supposed to reduce drift? What data
are the companies providing to EPA? (They've talked to us a bit about how they are sharing
their findings but it's not clear whether this information's being relayed to EPA uniformly from
all the registrants, or if it's primarily coming from Monsanto)

EPA 1s working with state lead agencies in affected states through the Association of American Pesticide
Control Ofticials to monitor the implementation and use of the new labels. Applicators involved in the
application of the three products registered for over-the-top use on soybean and/or cotton are required to
complete training designed to ensure safe use of these pesticides. Some states required that applicators take the
state’s own training in lieu of the registrant training. EPA is also working closely with and obtaining information
trom producers, agriculture professionals, state otficials, and university extension experts.

3. Is the EPA also seeking information from farmers/researchers/agricultural companies in
Arkansas, where dicamba's prohibited for in-season application this year?

Yes, EPA is in regular contact with tarmers, researchers, and agricultural companies to remain informed of any
dicamba issues occurring in the 2018 growing season, including those from Arkansas.

4. What parameters or data will EPA consider in its decision on whether to extend the product
registrations?

EPA will constider all available information in 1ts decision-making process regarding the upcoming regulatory
decision tor the dicamba products.

5. Does EPA plan to register these products for another two years, or for a longer time period?

We have not yet made a regulatory decision. Our goal 1s to make a regulatory decision in time to inform seed
and weed management purchase decisions for the 2019 growing season.

6. Does the EPA continue to pursue a criminal investigation into potentially illicit dicamba
applications? If so, how is this informing the decision on whether or not to renew or extend the
dicamba product registrations? (Investigation and search warrants referenced
here: https:/ /www.bradley.com/insights /publications/2016/10/us-environmental-protection-agency-
opens-criminal-investication-into-herbicide-spraying).

Please contact the U.S. Attorney’s Oftice for the Eastern District of Missouri.

7. By when does EPA expect to make a decision, given registration runs up in November?

Our goal 1s to make a regulatory decision 1n time to inform seed and weed management purchase decisions for
the 2019 growing season.
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Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard

Office of Media Relations

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC

+1 (202) 564-6618 (O)

| Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) | (M)

From: Bunge, Jacob [mailto:jacob.bunge@wsj.com]

Sent: Wednesday, June 20, 2018 4:28 PM

To: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov>

Subject: Re: Query re: dicamba registration, from Wall Street Journal

Robert, to follow up -- we've been talking with farmers, extension researchers, seed companies and state ag
department officials off an on regarding dicamba application, as well as this year's ramp-up in 2,4-D traited acreage
in corn. We're monitoring the crop-damage reports across the various farm states and talking to the dicamba
registrants about their efforts to mitigate this, as well as what the farmers and extension folks are seeing, and
getting a read on how EPA's looking at this in advance of the decision to extend the product registrations later this
year. So | wanted to make sure we're getting a full picture there of how the agency's approaching this.

-Is EPA continuing to investigate reports of crop damage from drift/volatility this year, and speaking with farmers as
part of this? Or is the agency mainly relying on state ag officials and extension researchers for an on-the-ground
picture in the affected regions?

-How is EPA measuring or tracking the results of the registrants' efforts to train farmers and applicators, and
distribute equipment like nozzles that are supposed to reduce drift? What data are the companies providing to EPA?
(They've talked to us a bit about how they are sharing their findings but it's not clear whether this information’s
being relayed to EPA uniformly from all the registrants, or if it's primarily coming from Monsanto)

-Is the EPA also seeking information from farmers/researchers/agricultural companies in Arkansas, where dicamba's
prohibited for in-season application this year?

-What parameters or data will EPA consider in its decision on whether to extend the product registrations?

-Does EPA plan to register these products for another two years, or for a longer time period?
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-Does the EPA continue to pursue a criminal investigation into potentially illicit dicamba applications? If so, how is
this informing the decision on whether or not to renew or extend the dicamba product registrations? {Investigation
and search warrants referenced here: https://www.bradley.com/insights/publications/2016/10/us-environmental-
protection-agency-opens-criminal-investigation-into-herbicide-spraying)

-by when does EPA expect to make a decision, given registration runs up in November?

I'll let you know any further queries -- thanks.

-Jacob

Jacob Bunge
Reporter, The Wall Street Journal
Chicago, IL

Jacob.bunge@wsj.com

@jacobbunge

On Wed, Jun 20, 2018 at 11:12 AM, Bunge, Jacob <jacob.bunge@wsj.com> wrote:

Robert, did | miss your call earlier?

-Jacob

Jacob Bunge

Reporter, The Wall Street Journal
Chicago, IL

312 750 4117 (office)

Jacob.bunge@wsj.com

@jacobbunge

On Tue, Jun 19, 2018 at 7:28 PM, Jacob Bunge <jacob.bunge@wsj.com> wrote:

_ Yes, that's fine. Thanks—
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Jacob Bunge

Reporter, The Wall Street Journal
Chicago, IL

312 750 4117 (office)

Jacob.bunge@wsj.com

@jacobbunge

On Jun 19, 2018, at 7:24 PM, Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov> wrote:

Good evening Jacob,

Thank you for reaching out and sorry for the late acknowledgement. I'll call you first thing in the
morning if OK.

Robert Daguillard
U.S. EPA
Office of Media Relations

Washington D.C.

: Ex. 6 Personal Privacy {PP) : ( M )
i

202-564-6618 (O)

On Jun 18, 2018, at 12:35 PM, Bunge, Jacob <jacob.bunge @wsj.com> wrote:

Hello Robert, this is Jacob Bunge at the Wall Street Journal out in Chicago, | hope
you had a nice weekend. We've been speaking here to some of the folks at the
seed/pesticide companies about dicamba, as acreage of the traited seed has been
expected to roughly double this year, and the continued concerns over crop
damage, etc.

One point that's come up is that EPA is reviewing/investigating farmers' use of the
product in advance of its registration being up for renewal by November of this
year, | believe. It sounds like EPA's been asking questions of farmers who've
reported crop damage as well as those who've been applying dicamba, and also
talking to registrants (mainly Monsanto, they say) about efforts to mitigate
volatility and misapplication.
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We're following this as the growing season progresses, but wanted to see if it'd
be possible to talk with your folks over the next week or two and get a sense of
how they're looking at all of this, so if we do a story and refer to the EPA's efforts
to weigh all these factors in advance of the re-registration, we can be
comprehensive and up to date with it. Let me know and feel free to give me a call
if you want to discuss further, I'm at the office number below and around all this
week.

Thanks,

Jacob

Jacob Bunge

Reporter, The Wall Street Journal
Chicago, IL

312.750 4117 (office)

i - i
: Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) ‘mob"e)

Jacob.bunge@wsj.com

@jacobbunge
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Message

From: Konkus, John [konkus.john@epa.gov]

Sent: 6/20/2018 1:11:49 PM

To: Block, Molly [block.molly@epa.gov]

CC: Abboud, Michael [abboud.michael@epa.gov]; Beach, Christopher [beach.christopher@epa.gov]; Daniell, Kelsi

[daniell.kelsi@epa.gov]; Ferguson, Lincoln [ferguson.lincoln@epa.gov]; Hewitt, James [hewitt.james@epa.gov];
Wilcox, Jahan [wilcox.jahan@epa.gov]
Subject: RE: FOR APPROVAL: Farm World -- Hardship Waiver Question

Then we can send it. Thanks.

From: Block, Molly

Sent: Wednesday, June 20, 2018 9:11 AM

To: Konkus, John <konkus.john@epa.gov>

Cc: Abboud, Michael <abboud.michael@epa.gov>; Beach, Christopher <beach.christopher@epa.gov>; Daniell, Kelsi
<daniell.kelsi@epa.gov>; Ferguson, Lincoln <ferguson.lincoln@epa.gov>; Hewitt, James <hewitt.james@epa.gov>;
Wilcox, Jahan <wilcox.jahan@epa.gov>

Subject: Re: FOR APPROVAL: Farm World -- Hardship Waiver Question

Yes, this has been cleared through both Mandy and Schwab.
Sent from my iPhone

On Jun 20, 2018, at 9:07 AM, Konkus, John <konkus.ishn@epa.sov> wrote:

Is Mandy good w/ this?

From: Block, Molly

Sent: Wednesday, June 20, 2018 8:59 AM

To: Abboud, Michael <abhoud.michasl@epa.gov>; Beach, Christopher <beach.christopher@epa.gov>;
Daniell, Kelsi <danisil kelsi@epa.gov>; Ferguson, Lincoln <ferpusontincoin@epa gov>; Hewitt, James
<hewitt lames@ena.gov>; Konkus, John <konkus.inhn@ena.gov>; Wilcox, Jahan
<wilcox.iahanf@epa.gov>

Subject: FOR APPROVAL: Farm World -- Hardship Waiver Question

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

Additional background (not for attribution):

- Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)
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. Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

From: Daguillard, Robert
Sent: Wednesday, June 20, 2018 8:25 AM

To: Press <Press@epa.gov>
Subject: FW: Farm World -- Hardship Waiver Question

Third Floor, will you handle, or should I work with the program?
Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard

Office of Media Relations

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC

+1 (202) 564-6618 (0O)

| Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) | (M)

From: Irstrickler @orotonmail.com [mailiodnstrickler @protonmaib.com]
Sent: Tuesday, June 19, 2018 11:46 AM

To: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard. Robert@epa.gow>

Subject: Farm World -- Hardship Waiver Question

Hi Mr. Daguillard,

My name is Jordan Strickler and | am a freelance writer for Farm World News. | have been covering the
RFS hardship waiver news for our paper recently and just had a couple of questions, | was hoping | could
have answered.

The first is, what is the formula for deciding a "hardship"? If there is none currently, do you think that
there might be a standard in the future? The second is what do you think the chances are that the EPA
would allow E-15 year round.

Any help with one or both of those questions would be greatly appreciated.
Thanks!
Jordan Strickler

859-229-9699
strickler@protonmaiboom
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Message

From: Gunasekara, Mandy [Gunasekara.Mandy@epa.gov]

Sent: 6/20/2018 12:48:01 PM

To: Block, Molly [block.molly@epa.gov]

CC: Schwab, Justin [Schwab.justin@epa.gov]; Dominguez, Alexander [dominguez.alexander@epa.gov]; Abboud, Michael

[abboud.michael@epa.gov]; Beach, Christopher [beach.christopher@epa.gov]; Daniell, Kelsi [daniell.kelsi@epa.gov];
Ferguson, Lincoln [ferguson.lincoln@epa.gov]; Hewitt, James [hewitt.james@epa.gov]; Konkus, John
[konkus.john@epa.gov]; Wilcox, Jahan [wilcox.jahan@epa.gov]

Subject: Re: FOR REVIEW: Farm World -- Hardship Waiver Question

Tell him | Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP) i
Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP) :

| updated Lincoln’s earlier statement:

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

Sent from my iPhone

On Jun 20, 2018, at 8:42 AM, Block, Molly <higck.moliv@ena.gov> wrote:

Thanks! | made those two edits and; Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

From: Schwab, Justin

Sent: Wednesday, June 20, 2018 8:35 AM

To: Block, Molly <Bock.mollv@spa.gov>

Cc: Gunasekara, Mandy <Gunasshara Mandv@epa.zov>; Dominguez, Alexander
<dominguez.alexander@epa.gov>; Abboud, Michael <abl:boud.inichasl@epa gov>; Beach, Christopher
<ksach.christopher@epa.gov>; Daniell, Kelsi <danieil kelsidtena.gov>; Ferguson, Lincoln
<fersusorudincoin@epa.gov>; Hewitt, James <hewitt iames@epa.gow>; Konkus, John
<konkus.iohn@epa.gov>; Wilcox, Jahan <wilcox.iahan@lena. o>

Subject: Re: FOR REVIEW: Farm World -- Hardship Waiver Question

rd change ! Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP) :

And I'd change Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

H ¥
i ¥
i Ex. 5 Deliberative Process {DP) :
i

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)
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Sent from my iPhone

On Jun 20, 2018, at 8:29 AM, Block, Molly <hiock.moliv@epa.gov> wrote:

Thoughts on the following response? I've pared down something we’ve used before. In
Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP) ? Thanks all!

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

Additional background (not for attribution):

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

From: Instrickler@orolonmailcom [mailtodnsirickler@protonmaib.com]
Sent: Tuesday, June 19, 2018 11:46 AM

To: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard. Robert@epa.gow>

Subject: Farm World -- Hardship Waiver Question

Hi Mr. Daguillard,

My name is Jordan Strickler and | am a freelance writer for Farm World News. | have
been covering the RFS hardship waiver news for our paper recently and just had a
couple of questions, | was hoping | could have answered.

The first is, what is the formula for deciding a "hardship"? If there is none currently, do

you think that there might be a standard in the future? The second is what do you think
the chances are that the EPA would allow E-15 year round.
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Any help with one or both of those questions would be greatly appreciated.
Thanks!
Jordan Strickler

859-229-9699
instrickler@orotonmall.com
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Message

From: Konkus, John [konkus.john@epa.gov]

Sent: 6/20/2018 11:48:50 AM

To: Grantham, Nancy [Grantham.Nancy@epa.gov]

CC: Block, Molly [block.molly@epa.gov]; Drinkard, Andrea [Drinkard.Andrea@epa.gov]
Subject: Re: ATSDR statement to PADs

Very good. Thank you.

On Jun 20, 2018, at 7:09 AM, Grantham, Nancy <Granthamn. Nancy@epa.gov> wrote:

John,

Please see the note below that | propose to send to the PADs once we know that the ATSDR PFAS
document has been released.

Please let me know if you have any comments/suggested edits.

Thanks ng

Regional PADs,

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

Seife v. EPA (1:19-cv-05190) 7.31.2020 ED_003047_00001157-00001



Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

John Konkus
Environmental Protection Agency

Deputy Associate Administrator for Public Affairs
MObI'eE Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) :
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Message

From: Birgfeld, Erin [Birgfeld.Erin@epa.gov]
Sent: 9/13/2018 7:05:54 PM

To: Block, Molly [block.molly@epa.gov]
Subject: Note to Julie re: SEJ tour

Hi Molly,

Here is a draft note to Julie as follow up. The highlighted yellow portions are parts that | want to ask our security folks
about to confirm. Please edit as you see fit and add any contact info you’d like to for yourself at the bottom.

Thanks!

-Erin

Dear Julie,

Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)
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Ex. 5 Deliberative Process (DP)

Contact Information

Press Questions and Follow Up:
Molly Block, EPA Deputy Press Secretary
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Work cell:
Email:

For Logistical and Organization Issues:
Erm Blrgfeld Communlcatlons Director, Offlce of Transportation and Air Quality

Emall Birgfeld. erm@epa gov

Erin Birgfeld

Communications Director

Office of Transportation and Air Quality
U.S.EPA

202-564-6741 (work)

i
: Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) Ce”)

Seife v. EPA (1:19-cv-05190) 7.31.2020 ED_003047_00001159-00003



Message

From: Gordon, Meghan [meghan.gordon@spglobal.com]

Sent: 5/24/2018 6:29:50 PM

To: Daguillard, Robert [Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov]

CC: Block, Molly [block.molly@epa.gov]; Press [Press@epa.gov]
Subject: RE: Small refinery waivers

Has EPA approved more than the 25 waivers previously stated?

Thanks,
Meghan

From: Gordon, Meghan

Sent: Wednesday, May 23, 2018 11:12 AM
To: Daguillard, Robert

Cc: Block, Molly; Press

Subject: RE: Small refinery waivers

Checking back — we’d like to update these #5 today if possible. Thanks again.

From: Gordon, Meghan

Sent: Wednesday, May 23, 2018 6:34 AM
To: Daguillard, Robert

Cc: Block, Molly; Press

Subject: Re: Small refinery waivers

Checking back on the question of how many of the 33 have been approved.

From: Gordon, Meghan

Sent: Monday, May 21, 2018 3:11:45 PM
To: Daguillard, Robert

Cc: Block, Molly; Press

Subject: Re: Small refinery waivers

Thanks! Still 25 granted?

From: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov>
Sent: Monday, May 21, 2018 2:19:38 PM

To: Gordon, Meghan

Cc: Block, Molly; Press

Subject: RE: Small refinery waivers

Hullo Meghan,
On background, please: EPA has received 33 requests for small refinery waivers for the year 2017
Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard
QOffice of Media Relations
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC

+1 (202) 564-6618 (0O)

| Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) | (M)

From: Gordon, Meghan [mailto:meghan.gordon@spglobal.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 15, 2018 11:16 AM

To: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov>

Cc: Block, Molly <block.molly@epa.gov>

Subject: RE: Small refinery waivers

Hi Robert and Molly,
Are there any updates to the small refinery waivers for 20177
Last | had was 25 approved out of 30 petitions received,

Thanks,
Meghan

From: Daguillard, Robert [ mailto:Daguiliard . Robert@epa.gov]
Sent: Monday, April 30, 2018 5:14 PM

To: Gordon, Meghan

Cc: Block, Molly

Subject: RE: Small refinery waivers

Thanks, Meghan. Are yvou on immediate deadline? Or can we circle back tomorrow in the AMY
Cheers, R.

Robert Daguillard

Office of Media Belations

V.5, Environmental Protection Agencoy
Washington, DC

+1 (202} BE4~-8818 {0}

i Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) i {}

From: Gordon, Meghan [mailto:meghan.gordon@spglohal.com]

Sent: Monday, April 30, 2018 5:13 PM

To: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov>; Block, Molly <block.molly@epa.gov>; Press <Press@epa.gov>
Subject: RE: Small refinery waivers

Thanks again for your help on this issue,
Are the numbers below still current? Is CVER one of the 25 plants that received a waiver?

Thanks,
Meghan
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From: Daguillard, Robert [mailtg:Daguillard Robert@epa.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, April 24, 2018 1:31 PM

To: Block, Molly; Gordon, Meghan; Press

Subject: RE: Small refinery waivers

Also, Meghan, and on background, please:

A slight update. For 2017 we have now received 30 petitions, but have not approved any more beyond the 25
already noted.

Cheers, R

Robert Daguillard

Office of Media Relations

.8, Envirvonmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC

+1 {202y BE4-6818 {0}

| Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) | {1}

From: Block, Molly
Sent: Tuesday, April 24, 2018 1:11 PM
To: Gordon, Meghan <meghan.gordon@spglobal.com>; Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov>; Press

<Press@epa.gov>
Subject: RE: Small refinery waivers

Meghan —

Still checking on the numbers, but in the meantime:

“There is not consensus on the regulatory path forward on the E15 RVP waiver and related issues.”
On the waivers:

“The criteria used to grant waivers has not changed since previous administrations. EPA follows a long-standing,
objectively determined process where the Agency uses a Department of Energy analysis to inform decisions about
refiner exemptions/waivers, for refineries that are below the statutory threshold. EPA decisions on waivers are based on
refinery-specific information that is subject to confidential business information protections. We continue to work
through petitions received for 2017 and will provide updated information, as soon as complete.” Liz Bowman, EPA
spokesperson

Additional background (not for attribution):

e Asrequests for waivers are based on CBI, EPA cannot share company-specific information.

e Any refinery that produces 75,000 barrels or less per day on an annualized basis can apply for the Small Refinery
Hardship exemption.

e  When first established, the program automatically exempted refineries based solely on their output, which
resulted in 59 small refineries being exempted from 2007 to 2010. Post-2010, qualifying refineries seeking a
small refinery hardship exemption submit financial information to EPA. EPA then shares this information with
DOE and DOE uses a scoring matrix to quantify structural, economic and refinery-specific factors that may
contribute to “disproportionate economic hardship.”

e During the Obama Administration, there was often disagreement by EPA with DOE’s recommendation. Since the
start of this administration, EPA has worked to better coordinate with DOE to ensure cross-administration
consistency.
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e On August 15, 2017, EPA received an adverse decision from the Tenth Circuit Court of Appeals, which found the
agency’s viability analysis employed by the previous administration to be inconsistent with congress’s intent of
the hardship exemption and outside its statutory authority (Sinclair Wyoming Refining Company v. EPA).
Specifically, the court found EPA’s requirement that refineries demonstrate an “existential threat” to their long-
term viability as the standard for demonstrating “disproportionate economic hardship” inconsistent with EPA’s
statutory authority and vacated a previously denied hardship exemption and remanded Sinclair’s hardship
petitions back to EPA for further consideration.

e In 2016, EPAreceived 20 petitions and granted 19 based on DOE’s recommendation.

From: Gordon, Meghan [mailto:meghan.gordon®spglobal.com]

Sent: Tuesday, April 24, 2018 11:45 AM

To: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov>; Press <Press@epa.gov>
Subject: Small refinery waivers

Hi Robert and press team,

How many 2017 small refinery waivers has EPA granted? Checking for any updates to the previous figures of 25 granted
out of 29 petitions received.

Ahead of Administrator Pruitt’s testimony later this week, can you share why the agency considers these waivers as
important and justified under the RFS? Just looking for some more color for a curtain raiser.

Many thanks,
Meghan

Meghan Gordon
S&P Global Platts
(202) 383-2001 office

E Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) te”
! h
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Message

From: Schirmer, Mark (CAI - Troy) [Mark.Schirmer@coxautoinc.com]

Sent: 5/23/2018 10:12:39 PM

To: Block, Molly [block.molly@epa.gov]

CC: schafer, joan [schafer.joan@epa.gov]; Grantham, Nancy [Grantham.Nancy@epa.gov]; Press [Press@epa.gov]
Subject: RE: Press Inquiry

Attachments: Cox Automotive and Kelley Blue Book Data: Fuel Prices in the U.S.

Thank you for this. We have a few auto analysts on our team and we were expecting questions from media. Gas prices
and fuel economy are a hot topic, of course.

Cox Automotive is the parent company for Autotrader and Kelley Blue Book, two of the largest car shopping sites in the
U.S. www.coxautoinc.com.

We had a few media reach out to us earlier in the week about gas prices. We shared this data and research today. See
attached note.

Mark Schirmer

From: Block, Molly [mailto:block.molly@epa.gov]

Sent: Wednesday, May 23, 2018 6:03 PM

To: Schirmer, Mark (CAI - Troy) <Mark.Schirmer@coxautoinc.com>

Cc: schafer, joan <schafer.joan@epa.gov>; Grantham, Nancy <Grantham.Nancy@epa.gov>; Press <Press@epa.gov>
Subject: RE: Press Inquiry

Wanted to make sure you got this joint statement from EPA and Department of Transportation:

“Today’s conversations between Administration Officials and the California Air Resources Board were productive.
We want to thank President Trump for convening this process and his steadfast commitment as it continues to move
forward. We are fully supportive of an open dialogue that proceeds in an expedited manner. EPA and USDOT look
forward to moving ahead on a joint proposed rule and receiving practical and productive feedback from all
stakeholders.”

From: Schirmer, Mark (CAl - Troy) [mailto:Mark.Schirmer@coxautoinc.com]

Sent: Wednesday, May 23, 2018 8:54 AM

To: Block, Molly <block.molly@epa.gov>

Cc: schafer, joan <schafer.joan@epa.gov>; Grantham, Nancy <Grantham.Nancy@epa.gov>; Press <Press@epa.gov>
Subject: RE: Press Inquiry

Thank you.

mhs
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From: Block, Molly [mailto:block.molly@epa.gov]

Sent: Wednesday, May 23, 2018 8:46 AM

To: Schirmer, Mark (CAI - Troy) <Mark.Schirmer@ coxautoinc.com>

Cc: schafer, joan <schafer.joan®@epa.gov>; Grantham, Nancy <Grantham.Nancy@epa.gov>; Press <Press@epa.gov>
Subject: RE: Press Inquiry

On background (not for attribution): | can confirm the meeting.

From: Schirmer, Mark (CAl - Troy) [mailto:Mark.Schirmer@coxautoinc.com]
Sent: Wednesday, May 23, 2018 8:20 AM

To: schafer, joan <schafer.joan@epa.gov>

Subject: Press Inquiry

Bloomberg is reporting that CARB’s Mary Nichols will be meeting in Washington DC today (May 23) with EPA and NHTSA
officials to discuss vehicle emissions and fuel economy standards. Can you confirm if that meeting is scheduled.

Thank you.

Mark Schirmer
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Message

From: schafer, joan [schafer.joan@epa.gov]
Sent: 5/23/2018 10:04:54 PM

To: Block, Molly [block.molly@epa.gov]
Subject: RE: Press Inquiry

Thanks, Molly.

Joan T. Schafer, Senior Advisor

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Region 3 Office of Communications and Government Relations
1650 Arch Street

Philadelphia, PA 19103

215-814-5143 (ph)

From: Block, Molly

Sent: Wednesday, May 23, 2018 6:03 PM

To: Schirmer, Mark (CAI - Troy) <Mark.Schirmer@coxautoinc.com>

Cc: schafer, joan <schafer.joan@epa.gov>; Grantham, Nancy <Grantham.Nancy@epa.gov>; Press <Press@epa.gov>
Subject: RE: Press Inquiry

Wanted to make sure you got this joint statement from EPA and Department of Transportation:

“Today’s conversations between Administration Officials and the California Air Resources Board were productive.
We want to thank President Trump for convening this process and his steadfast commitment as it continues to move
forward. We are fully supportive of an open dialogue that proceeds in an expedited manner. EPA and USDOT look
forward to moving ahead on a joint proposed rule and receiving practical and productive feedback from all
stakeholders.”

From: Schirmer, Mark (CAl - Troy) [mailto:Mark.Schirmer@coxautoinc.com]

Sent: Wednesday, May 23, 2018 8:54 AM

To: Block, Molly <block.molly@epa.gov>

Cc: schafer, joan <schafer.joan@epa.gov>; Grantham, Nancy <Grantham.Nancy@epa.gov>; Press <Press@epa.gov>
Subject: RE: Press Inquiry

Thank you.

mhs

From: Block, Molly [mailto:block.molly@epa.gov]

Sent: Wednesday, May 23, 2018 8:46 AM

To: Schirmer, Mark (CAI - Troy) <Mark.Schirmer@ coxautoinc.com>

Cc: schafer, joan <schafer.joan@epa.gov>; Grantham, Nancy <Grantham.Nancy@epa.gov>; Press <Press@epa.gov>
Subject: RE: Press Inquiry

On background (not for attribution): | can confirm the meeting.

From: Schirmer, Mark (CAIl - Troy) [mailto:Mark.Schirmer@coxautoinc.com]
Sent: Wednesday, May 23, 2018 8:20 AM
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To: schafer, joan <schafer.joan@epa.gov>
Subject: Press Inquiry

Bloomberg is reporting that CARB’s Mary Nichols will be meeting in Washington DC today (May 23) with EPA and NHTSA
officials to discuss vehicle emissions and fuel economy standards. Can you confirm if that meeting is scheduled.

Thank you.

Mark Schirmer

S

.